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OFFICE  OF  THE  BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 

50  Phelan  Avenue,  Box  E200,  San  Francisco,  California  94112 
(415)239-3303     Fax  (415)  239-3918 


LOCATION: 

DATE: 
TIME: 


NOTICE 
REGULAR  MEETINGS 

OF  THE 
BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 

SAN  FRANCISCO  COMMUNITY  COLLEGE  DISTRICT 

SOUTH  EAST  CAMPUS 

Room  509,  Fifth  Floor 

1800  OAKDALE  AVENUE,  SAN  FRANCISCO 


THURSDAY,  December  16. 1999 
5:00  PM 


This  meeting  is  normally  devoted  to  Closed  Session  Topics. 


LOCATION: 

DATE: 
TIME: 


SOUTH  EAST  CAMPUS 

Alex  Pitcher  Community  Room 

1800  OAKDALE  AVENUE,  SAN  FRANCISCO 

THURSDAY,  December  16  1999 
6:00  PM 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

DEC  1  k  1999 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


This  meeting  is  normally  devoted  to  Open  Session  Topics. 

SPECIFIC  TIMES  SUBJECT  TO  CHANGE. 
Call  241-2234  for  information. 

Members  of  the  public  shall  have  an  opportunity  to  speak  in  accordance  with  Government  Code  54954.3 
and  Education  Code  72121.5 

The  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  does  not  discriminate  on  the  basis  of  disabilit>'  in  the  admission 
or  access  to,  or  treatment  or  employment  in,  its  programs  or  activities.  Persons  who  wish  to  request  disability- 
related  accommodations  including  sign-language  interpreters  should  contact  Linda  R.  Jackson,  District  ADA 
Coordinator,  Office  of  Affirmative  Action,  31  Gough  Street,  Room  16,  San  Francisco,  CA,  94103,  Phone:  (415) 
241-2281,  Fa.\;  (415)  241-2203.  Please  request  accommodations  no  later  than  12  working  days  prior  to  the  date 
of  the  Board  meeting  in  order  to  assure  the  best  possible  arrangements. 

BOARD  OI'jRl  IS  TKKS 

Lawrence  Wong,  President  •  Dr.  Anita  Grier,  Vice  President  .  Dr.  Natalie  Berg 

Robert  E.  Burton  •  James  Haskell  Mayo,  II.  .  Rode!  E.  Rodis  •  Robert  R  Varni 

Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr..  Chancellor 


3  1223  03273  1839 
3  1223  03273  2217 
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TO  MEMBERS  OF  THE  PUBUC 


The  Agenda  page  and  accompanying  resolutions  have  been  prepared  well  in  advance  of  th& 
regularly  scheduled  meeting  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  San  Francisco  Community  College 
EHstrict.  Please  note  that  Resolutions  are  subject  to  amendment  and  replacement. 

Members  of  the  public  shall  have  an  opportunity  to  speak  in  accordance  with  Government  Code 
54954.3  and  Education  Code  72121.5. 

You  should  be  aware  of  the  following  (Government  Code  §  54954.2): 

1.  Additional  agenda  items  to  be  acted  upon  by  the  Board  may  be  posted  at  33  Gough 
Street  and  in  the  lobby  of  Conlan  Hall  at  the  Phelan  Campus  at  least  72  hours  in 
advance  of  the  regularly  scheduled  Board  Meeting.  Resolutions  may  also  be 
available  at  the  time  of  posting,  but  if  not,  such  resolutions  will  be  available  at  the 
Board  Meeting. 

2.  Additional  agenda  items  and  resolutions,  although  not  posted  as  in  paragraph  1 
above,  may  still  be  acted  upon  by  the  board  at  the  regular  meeting: 

a)  Upon  a  determination  by  a  majority  vote  of  the  Board  that  an  emergency 
situation  exists,  as  defined  in  Government  Code  §  54956.5.  Emergency  is 
defined  as  work  stoppage  or  other  activity  which  severely  imjKurs  public 
health,  safety,  or  both,  as  determined  by  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the 
Board,  OR  crippling  disaster  which  severely  impairs  public  health,  safety  or 
both,  as  determined  by  a  majority  vote  of  the  members  of  the  Board,  OR 

b)  Upon  a  determination  by  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the  members  of  the  Board 
present  at  the  meeting  or,  if  less  than  two-thirds  of  the  members  are  present, 
a  unanimous  vote  of  those  members  present,  that  there  is  a  need  to  take 
immediate  action  and  that  the  need  for  action  came  to  the  attention  of  the 
District  subsequent  to  the  agenda  being  posted  72  hours  in  advance  of  the 
Board  Meeting,  OR 

c)  The  item  was  posted  72  hours  in  advance  of  a  prior  meeting  of  the  Board 
occurring  not  more  than  five  calendar  days  prior  to  the  date  action  is  taken 
on  the  item,  and  at  the  prior  meeting  the  item  was  continued  to  the  meeting 
at  which  action  is  being  taken. 
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For  Members  of  the  Public: 

To  facilitate  the  conduct  of  business  at  Board  meetings,  the  following  information  has  been  taken 
from  the  District's  Policy  Manual  concerning  the  conduct  of  Board  Meetings 

FromPM  1.05  A; 

The  order  of  business  may  be  revised  at  any  meeting  when,  in  the  discretion  of  the  President,  such 
revision  will  benefit  the  public  and/or  order  of  the  meeting. 

From  PM  l.OS  L; 

L.  Granting  the  Privilege  of  the  Floor.  A  person  desiring  to  speak  shall  be  recognized  by  the 
Chair  only  after  complying  with  the  following  procedures: 

For  matters  appearing  on  the  agenda,  an  individual  desiring  to  address  the  Board  must  complete  a 
"Request  to  Address  Board"  card,  completing  the  information  thereon  including  the  subject  to  be 
addressed  If  there  is  to  be  a  written  report  presented,  a  copy(ies)  shall  be  submitted  in  advance 
to  the  Chancellor. 

Any  person  desiring  to  address  the  Board  on  non-agenda  items  must  also  complete  the  "Request 
to  Address  Board"  card  and  will  be  recognized  at  the  end  of  the  agenda.  Only  items  directly 
related  to  District  business  may  be  presented. 

Cards  for  these  purposes  are  available  in  the  Office  of  the  Chancellor  and  also  at  the  Board 
meeting  Completed  cards  should  be  presented  to  the  Board  President  prior  to  the  beginning  of 
the  meeting.  As  a  matter  of  courtesy,  the  Board  encourages  people  to  notify  the  Chancellor's 
Office  in  advance  of  the  Board  meeting  of  their  intention  to  address  the  Board.  Prior  to  calling 
for  a  vote  on  an  item  before  the  Board,  the  Presiding  Officer  shall  determine  if  speaker  cards  have 
been  submitted  for  that  item.  Persons  who  have  submitted  cards  prior  to  the  consideration  of  the 
item  shall  be  called  upon  by  the  Presiding  Officer.  Persons  who  address  the  Board  may  address 
only  the  agenda  item  being  considered  and  shall  have  up  to  three  minutes  for  comments.  Should 
another  person  who  has  submitted  a  request  to  speak  card  in  advance  of  consideration  of  the  item 
wish  lo  forego  speaking  on  that  item,  he  or  she  may  grant  his  or  her  speaking  time  to  another 
speaker  who  has  also  submitted  a  request  to  speak  card,  but  in  no  event  shall  any  speaker  have 
more  than  two  allotments  (totaling  up  to  six  minutes)  of  speaker  time  on  any  item  However,  in 
order  to  facilitate  the  completion  of  District  business,  the  Presiding  Officer  may  also  limit  the  total 
length  of  time  allotted  to  the  speakers  on  a  given  topic  or  agenda  item  which  may  reduce  the 
individual  speaker's  time  on  that  topic  or  item.  Speaking  too  long,  being  unduly  repetitious,  or 
discussing  irrelevancies  disrupt  the  meeting,  and  may  result  in  the  forfeiture  of  speaking 
opportunities  during  that  meeting. 

The  President  of  the  Board  reserves  the  right  of  determining  the  order  of  the  speakers  and 
changing  the  order  of  the  agenda  if  it  will  be  of  benefit  to  the  public  and/or  the  order  of  the 
meeting. 


Undue  interruptions  or  other  interferences  with  the  orderly  conduct  of  Board  business  cannot  be 
allowed  Defamatory  or  abusive  personal  remarks  which  disturb  or  impede  the  meeting  or  exceed 
the  bounds  of  civility  necessary  to  the  conduct  of  District  business  are  always  out  of  order. 
However,  the  Board  shall  not  prohibit  public  criticism  of  the  policies,  procedures,  programs,  or 
services  of  the  District,  or  of  the  acts  or  omissions  of  the  Board. 

The  President  may  terminate  the  speaker's  privilege  of  address  if  after  being  called  to  order,  he  or 
she  persists  in  improper  conduct  or  remarks,  or  if  the  speaker  fails  to  speak  on  the  subject  matter 
for  which  the  privilege  of  the  floor  was  granted. 

No  oral  presentation  shall  include  charges  or  complaints  against  any  employee  of  the  Board,  or 
otherwise  present  information,  which  does  not  relate  directly  to  the  topic  at  hand  or  which 
disrupts  or  impedes  the  meeting.  All  formal  charges  or  complaints  against  an  employee,  for  which 
a  specific  grievance  or  complaint  process  is  not  otherwise  available,  shall  be  in  writing  and  signed 
by  the  person  making  the  charge  and  shall  be  filed  with  the  Chancellor  who  shall,  after 
investigation,  take  or  recommend  appropriate  action.  There  shall  be  no  oral  presentation  or 
discussion  of  confidential  formal  charges  or  complaints  in  open  public  meetings  of  the  Board  on 
non-agenda  items  or  unless  otherwise  required  by  law. 

Comments  or  presentations  made  by  members  of  the  public  to  the  Board  do  not  necessarily  reflect 
the  opinion  of  the  Board  or  of  its  individual  members,  nor  does  the  Board  necessarily  endorse  or 
sanction  such  comments  or  presentations.  Persons  who  address  the  Board  on  matters  of  their 
choosing  are  solely  responsible  for  the  content  of  such  comments  or  presentations. 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 

50  Phelan  Avenue,  Box  E200,  San  Francisco,  California  941 12 
(415)  239-3303     Fax  (415)  239-3918 

AGENDA 

CLOSED  SESSION 

BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 

OF 

THE  SAN  FR4NCISCO  COMMUNITY  COLLEGE  DISTRICT 


SOUTHEAST  CAMPUS 

1800  Oakdale  Avenue 
San  Francisco 
THL'RSDAV  December  16, 1999 
5:00  P.M. 


OPEN  SESSION 
Aiinouncenicnt  of  Closed  Session  Topics 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT 

DEC  I  h  13S9 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


II.  CLOSED  SESSION 

A.  CONFERENCE  WITH  REAI.  PROPERTY  NEGOTIATORS  (  G.C.  54956.8) 


Property: 

Agency  Negotiator: 
Negotiating  parties: 
Under  negotiation: 

Property: 

Agency  Negotiator: 
Negotiating  parties: 
Under  negotiation: 


Hancock  Sciiool  (C/NB  Campus)  940  Filbert  Street,  SF 
Peter  Goldstein  &  Stephen  J.  Herman 
Tim  Tronsor.  {  for  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District) 
Price  and  terms  of  payment 

Everett  Middle  School.  450  Church  Street.  SF 

Peter  Goldstein  &  Stephen  J.  Herman 

Tim  Tronsor.  (  for  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District) 

Price  and  temis  of  payment 


CONFEIiENCE  WITH  LEGAL  COINSEL  -  EXISTING  LIl  IGATION  (G.C.  54956.9(.t)) 

1 .  Sa\'c  our  Landmark  Theaters  %'.  SFCCD 
San  Francisco  Supcrio.'  Court  Case  r  99744 1 

2.  Mandanis  vs.  Cir.' College  of  San  Franci$;o:  et  al. 
Northern  District  of  California 

U.S.  District  Court  Case  =  C99-5673  M  J.: 

3.  Church  \ .  City  College  o:"  San  1" rancisco 

San  Francisco  Supcrim  Court  Case  ^/  ^J'j'r^b 


li()AI<n(j|-TlU'.S-|Ki;s 

Lawrence  Wohk,  Prcsidenc  •  Dr.  Anitj  Gricr,  Vice  l^rc>idenc  •   Dr.  Natalie  Bcr^ 

Robert  E.  Burton  •  James  Haskell  .Mivo.H.  .  Rode!  E.  Rodis  •  Robert  P.  \arni 

Dr.  Philip  R  Day,  ]:..  Chanccllyr 


4.  Cook  V.  SFCCD 

San  Francisco  Superior  Court  Case  #  999292 

5.  Associated  Students  v.  Honorable  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  SFCCD,  et  al. 
San  Francisco  Superior  Court  Case  #  992040 

6.  SFCCD  V.  Kintz 

San  Francisco  Superior  Court  Case  #  980794 
Court  of  Appeal  No.  A081378 

7.  SFCCD  V.  Doukas  et  al. 

Case  No.  BAP  No.  NC-98-1587 

8.  Daniel  Curzon  -  Brown,  et  al.  v 
SFCCD  et  al. 

San  Francisco  Superior  Court  Case  #  307335 

9.  Herve  v.  SFCCD  et  al. 

San  Francisco  Superior  Court  Case  #  307017 

C.  CONFERENCE  WITH  LEGAL  COUNSEL  -  ANTICIPATED  LITIGATION 
(G.C.  54956.9) 

Significant  exposure  to  litigation  pursuant  to  Gov.  Code  54956.9  (b)  -  3  cases 

Initiation  of  litigation  pursuant  to  Gov.  Code  54956.9  (  c.)  -  1  case 

D.  PL'BLIC  EMPLOYEE  PERFORMANCE  EVALUATION  (  G.C.  54957) 
Title  :      Faculty  member  in  English/  ESL 

E.  PUBLIC  EMPLOYEE  DISCIPLINE/DISMISS.AL/RELEASE  (G.C.  54957) 

F.  CONFERENCE  WITH  LABOR  NEGOTIATORS    (G.C.  54957.6) 

1.  Agency  Designated  Representatives:  Lawrence  Klein,  Jeffrey     Sloan, 

Carmen  Plaza  de  Jennings,  and 
Steve  Hale 

Employee  Organizations:  Service  Employees  Intemational  Union  (SEIU)  790, 
American  Federation  of  Teachers  (AFT)  2121,  Department  Chairperson  Council 
(DCC),  and  Skilled  Crafts 

2.  Agency  Designated  Representatives:    Lawrence  Klein,  Jeffrey 

Sloan,  Carmen  Plaza  de  Jennings  and 
Steve  Hale 

Unrepresented  Employees:         Stationary  Engineers,  District  Designated  Managers, 
Supervisors,  and  Confidential  Classifications. 

3.  Agency  Designated  Representatives:  Natalie  Berg 
Unrepresented  Employees:  Chancellor 


m.         OPEN  SESSION 

Disclosure  of  Board  actions  from  Closed  Session,  pursuant  to  Government  Code  54957.1 

Members  of  the  public  shall  have  an  opportunity  to  speak  In  accordance  with  Government 
Code  54954.3  and  Education  Code  72121. 


Regular  Meeting  of  the 

Board  of  Trustees  of  the 

San  Francisco  Community  College  District 

City  College  of  San  Francisco 
SOUTHEAST  CAMPUS 

1800  Oakdale  Avenue 

San  Francisco 

Thursday,  December  16, 1999 

Open  Session  -  6:00  p.m. 

I.  Roll  Call 

II.  Pledge  of  Allegiance 

III.  Approval  of  Minutes 

Regular  Meeting  Minutes  -  November  18, 1999 

IV.  Adoption  of  Resolutions  Agenda 

V.  Approval  of  Consent  Agenda  Items  as  Listed: 

VI.  Special  Presentations 

•  SouthEast  Campus  update  -  Veronica  Hunnicutt,  Dean  & 

Roslyn  Dentley,  Member  of 
Student  Council 

VII.  Monthly  Financial  Report  -  James  Kendrix 

•  Review  of  the  98-99  annual  audit 

VIII.  Action  on  Other  Resolutions  Agenda  Items 
IX.  Report  from  Constituent  Groups 

-  Academic  Senate  -  Ramond  Berard,  President 

-  Associated  Students      -  Toni  Mines,  President 

-  Classified  Senate  -  Alice  Munoz-Shvarts,  President 
X.                  Board  of  Trustees'  Report 


*C  -  It  is  recommended  that  all  resolution  agenda  items  identified  with 
letter  * c  in  the  right  hand  column  are  eligible  for  consideration  as 
Consent  agenda  items. 


XI.  Chancellor  and  Staff  Reports 

XII.  Close  Session  Announcements  -  Legal  Counsel  Ronald  Lee 

'T\  XIII.  Requests  to  Speak 

XIV.  Adjournment 

FINANCE  (Pages  1-40) 

GENERAL  FUND 

B1       -  Review  of  the  Quarterly  Financial  Report  *c 

B2       -  Authorization  be  hereby  given  to  contract  with  *  c 

Steinhart  &  Falconer  LLP,  pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section 
53060,for  the  provision  of  legal  defense  services  in  the  case  of 
Curzon-Brown  v.  SFCCD,  et  al.,  at  a  rate  not  to  exceed  $170/hour 

B3       -  Authorization  be  given  to  contract  with  Mason  Tillman  Associates, 

LTD.  to  assist  in  the  implementation  of  the  District's  M/W/LBE 
Program  during  the  1999-2000  fiscal  year  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
$156,185. 

B4      -         Authorization  be  hereby  given  to  contract  with  Angus  Hamer 

Networking    to    provide    construction/project    management    and 

oversight  for  the  City  College  Technology  Network  Project  for 

)  period  from  January  1,2000  through  June  30,  2000  for  a  total 

contract  cost  not  to  exceed  $486,690 

B5       -  Authorization  be  hereby  given  to  contract  with    Hewlett        Packard 

Company  for  the  leasing  of  computer  equipment,  software  and 
hardware  and  software  maintenance  for  a  period  of  48  months 
beginning  after  December  16,  1999  for  an  annual  cost  not  to 
exceed  $148,338  and  total  cost  not  to  exceed  $523,424 

B6       -  Authorization  be  hereby  given  to  purchase  backbone  switching 

electronics  equipment  as  part  of  the  Technology  Network  Project 

from Corp.  during  the  period  from  January  1,  2000 

through  December  31,  2001  for  a  total  contract  cost  not  to  exceed 

$ 

B7       -  Authorization  be  given  to  contract  with  SCT  *  c 

Corporation  for  Payroll  consulting  services  from  December  6,  1999 
on  or  before  April  1 ,  2000  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $95,800. 

B7a     -  Authorization  for  one  (1)  General  Fund  Modification  (s)  *  c 

for  a  Special  Services  Contract. 


*C  -  It  is  recommended  that  all  resolution  agenda  items  identified  with 
letter  *C  in  the  right  hand  column  are  eligible  for  consideration  as 
Consent  agenda  items . 
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CAPTIAL  OUTLAY 

B8       -  Authorization  for  Four  ( 4  )  Contract  Modification(s)  *  c 

totaling  $30,463  for  Special  Services  Contract(s)  and  Construction 
Contract(s) 

B9       -  Authorization  be  given  to  contract  with  *  c 

General  Electrical  Industrial  Systems,  the  approved  bidder,  to 
provide  and  install  fourteen  (14)  250  amp  circuit  breakers,  at  a  cost 
of  $10,725,  to  be  completed  on  or  before  December  31 ,  1999 

BIO     -  Authorization  be  given  to  contract  *c 

with  ,  the  lowest  responsible  bidder,  at  a  cost  of 

$ ,  to  be  completed  on  or  before  January  31 ,  2000 

GRANTS 

B1 1     -  Authorization  be  hereby  given  to  (1 )  submit  an  *  c 

application  for  funds  for  Garment  2000  and  (2)  appropriate  all 
funds  receivable  upon  approval  by  MOCD  to  conduct  proposed 
vocational  training  program  for  the  period  July  1,  2000  through 
June  30,  2001  for  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $150,000 

B12     -  Authorization  is  hereby  given  to  contract  with  *  c 

Priority  Architectural  Graphics  to  manufacture,  deliver  and  install 
two  exterior  banner  signs  for  a  sum  not  to  exceed  $10,000 

B13     -  Authorization  be  hereby  given  to  subcontract  *  c 

with  each  of  the  above-mentioned  sub-recipients  to  perform  their 
approved  action  plans  for  the  current  fiscal  year  of  the  Bio-Link 
grant,  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed,  in  each  individual  case,  the 
approved  budget  for  said  year 

B14     -  Authorization  to  amend  the  following  six  (6)  resolution(s)  *c 

as  indicated  in  the  table  totaling  $  48,777.13 

B15     -  Authorization  be  given  to  submit  an  application  *  c 

and  appropriate  all  funds  receivable  upon  approval  from  the 
California  Community  Colleges  Chancellor's  Office  for  the  grant  " 
Pan  American  Unity:  Using  a  Mural  for  Education  for  the  period  of 
January  1,  2000  until  December  31,  2000  in  the  amount  not  to 
exceed  $27,764 

B16     -  Authorization  be  given  to  the  San  Francisco  *  c 

Community  College  District  to  subcontract  with  the  Comprehensive 
Adult  Student  Assessment  System  (CASAS)  for  training,  technical 
assistance,  and  consultation  services  related  to  program 
requirements  of  the  231  Grant  of  the  Workforce  Investment  Act  - 


*C  -  It  is  recommended  that  all  resolution  agenda  items  identified  with 
letter  * c  in  the  right  hand  column  are  eligible  for  consideration  as 
Consent  agenda  items. 
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Adult  Education  and  Family  Literacy  Act,  January  3,  2000  to  June 
30,  2000,  in  the  amount  not  to  exceed  $10,000. 

B17     -  Authorization  be  hereby  given  to  (1)  contract  *c 

'^  with  and  (2)  appropriate  funds  from  the  Private  Industry  Council  of 

San  Francisco  for  the  San  Francisco  Assessment  Center  (SFAC)  to 
provide  additional  staff  at  SFAC  at  Career  Link  for  the  period 
August  23,  1999  through  June  30,  2000,  in  the  amount  of  $40,000 

B18     -  Authorization  be  hereby  given  to  a  subcontractor  *c 

of  San  Francisco  State  University  (SFSU)  for  activities  related  to  a 
grant  from  San  Francisco  Dept  of  Public  Health  for  Community 
Health  Training  and  Development  Center  for  the  period  July  1, 
1999  to  June  30,  2000  in  the  amount  not  to  exceed  $38,966 

B19     -  Authorization  is  hereby  given  to  accept  from  the  *  c 

State  Chancellor's  Office,  California  Community  Colleges, 
Educational  Services  and  Economic  Development  Division  and 
subcontract  in  the  amount  of  $160,674  with  San  Francisco  State 
University  for  activities  related  this  grant  for  the  period  July  1,  1999 
to  June  30,  2000  in  the  total  amount  not  to  exceed  $198,874 

B20     -  Authorization  is  hereby  given  to  contract  with  *  c 

Carolina  Guzman  to  provide  the  targeted  marketing  service  from 
November  22,  1999  to  June  30,  2000,  at  the  rate  of  $30  per  hour, 
for  a  total  cost  not  to  exceed  $1 8,600 

B21     -  Authorization  be  hereby  given  to  submit  *  c 

an  application  and  appropriate  all  funds  receivable  upon  approval 
from  the  California  Community  Colleges  Chancellor's  Office  for  the 
grant  "Focus  on  the  Future"  for  the  period  of  January  1 ,  2000  until 
December  31 ,  2000  in  the  amount  not  to  exceed  $56,148 

B22     -  Authorization  be  given  to  submit  an  application  *  c 

and  appropriate  all  funds  receivable  upon  approval  from  the 
California  Community  Colleges  Chancellor's  Office  for  the  grant 
"Modular  Biotechnological/Environmental  Chemical  Instrumentation 
Courses"  for  the  period  of  January  01,  2000  until  December  31, 
2000  in  the  amount  not  to  exceed  $28,588 

Equipment.  Supplies  &  Services  (Pages  41  -  48  ) 

CI       -  Procurement  of  equipment,  supplies,  services,  *  c 

etc.,  less  than  $3,000 


*C  -  It  is  recommended  that  all  resolution  agenda  items  identified  with 
letter  * c  in  the  right  hand  column  are  eligible  for  consideration  as 
Consent  agenda  items. 


i 


i 


C2       -  Procurement  of  equipment,  supplies,  services,  *  c 

etc.,$3,000ormore 

C3       -  Acceptance  of  Gifts  *c 

C4       -  Disposal  of  Personal  Property  with  Insufficient  Sales  Value  *  c 

Human  Resources  (Pages  49- 82) 

F1       -  Extending  Interim  Appointment  Non-Educational  *  c 

Academic  Administrator. 

F2       -  Special  Administrative  Assignment  Interim  *  c 

Educational  Academic  Administrator 

F3       -  Interim  Appointment  Educational  Academic  Administrator  *  c 

F4       -  Extending  Interim  Appointment  Educational  Academic  *  c 

Appointment 

F5       -  Extending  Interim  Appointment  Educational  Academic  *  c 

Appointment 

G1-7   -  Academic  Employees,  Credit  Program,  District  *c 

Funded 

H1-2    -  Academic  Employees,  Credit  Program,  *c 

Categorically  Funded 

L1       -  Amending  employment  contract  for  *  c 

the  purpose  of  (a)  purchasing  tax  sheltered  annuities,  (b) 
contributing  to  tax  sheltered  custodial  accounts,  for  those 
employees  requesting  such  purchases  or  contributions,  and  (c) 
termination  of  the  amendment  to  employment  contract. 

N1       -         Academic  Employees  Community  Sen/ices  Classes  *  c 

POLICY         ( Pages  83-160) 

P1       -  Notice  of  intention  to  amend  the  San  Francisco  Community  *  c 

College  District  Policy 

P2       -  Notice  of  Intention  to  Amend  the  SFCCD  Policy  Manual  *  c 


') 


*C  -  It  is  recommended  that  all  resolution  agenda  items  identified  with 
letter  * c  in  the  right  hand  column  are  eligible  for  consideration  as 
Consent  agenda  items . 


I 


i 


SPECIAL       (  Pages  1 61  -  203) 

51  -  Presenting  the  Initial  Proposals  of  the  American  *c 

Federation  of  Teachers,  Local  2121,  and  of  the  San  Francisco 
7^  Community  College  District  for  a  Successor  Collective  Bargaining 

Agreement,  and  Placing  a  Special  Order  of  Business  on  the 
Agenda  for  a  Public  Board  of  Trustees  Meeting  in  January  2000  for 
Public  Response  to  the  Initial  Proposals. 

52  -  Recommend  adopting  a  successor  collective  *  c 

bargaining  agreement  between  the  San  Francisco  Community 
College  District  Board  of  Trustees  and  the  Department  Chairperson 
Council,  for  the  period  January  1,  2000,  through  December  31, 
2002 

53  -  Recommend  Adoption  of  Modified  Wage  Rates  *  c 

for  Skilled  Crafts  Bargaining  Unit  Classifications/Employees  for 
Fiscal  Year  1999-2000 

54  -  Recommend  Adoption  of  Modified  Wage  Rates  *  c 

for  Specified  Unrepresented  Classified  Building  Trades  Supervisory 
and  Building  Trades  Employees  for  Fiscal  Year  1999-2000 

55  -  Recommend  authorizing  the  administration  to  *  c 

establish  wage  rates/premiums  and  benefit  levels  for  the 
classification  of  Information  Systems  Manager  (1 071 ) 

56  -  Establishmentof  Alumni  Resource  Development  *c 

and  Recognition  Program 

57  -  Feasibility  Study  to  Review  Distance  Leaming  *  c 

Opportunities  with  Public  Transportation,  i.e.  BART/Caltrain 

58  -  Proposed  Legislative  Action  Plan  *  c 

Information  only  (Pages  204-205) 

Members  of  the  public  shall  have  an  opportunity  to  speak  in  accordance  with 
Government  Code  54954.3  and  Education  Code  72121.5. 

Next  Board  Meeting  Date:  January  27, 2000 

District  Business  Office 
Gough  Street  Auditorium 
33  Gough  Street 
San  Francisco 


*C  -  It  is  recommended  that  all  resolution  agenda  items  identified  with 
letter  * c  in  the  right  hand  column  are  eligible  for  consideration  as 
Consent  agenda  items . 
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Revised  12/10/99 

Regular  Meeting  of  the 

Board  of  Trustees  of  the 

San  Francisco  Community  College  District 

City  College  of  San  Francisco 
SOUTHEAST  CAMPUS 

1800  Oakdale  Avenue 

San  Francisco 

Thursday,  December  16,  1999 

Open  Session  -  6:00  p.m.  DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

I.  Roll  Call  p^J^   ^   ^  ^ggg 

II.  Pledge  of  Allegiance  SAN  FRANCISCO 

.    .M-     .  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

III.  Approval  of  Minutes 

Regular  Meeting  Minutes  -  November  1 8,  1999 

IV.  Adoption  of  Resolutions  Agenda 

V.  Approval  of  Consent  Agenda  Items  as  Listed: 

VI.  Special  Presentations 

•  SouthEast  Campus  update  -  Veronica  Hunnicutt,  Dean  & 

Roslyn  Dentley,  Member  of 
Student  Council 

VII.  Monthly  Financial  Report  -  James  Kendrix 

•  Review  of  the  98-99  annual  audit 

VIII.  Action  on  Other  Resolutions  Agenda  Items 
IX.  Report  from  Constituent  Groups 

-  Academic  Senate  -  Ramond  Berard,  President 

-  Associated  Students      -  Toni  Mines,  President 

-  Classified  Senate  -  Alice  Munoz-Shvarts,  President 
X.                   Board  of  Trustees'  Report 


*C  -  It  is  recommended  that  all  resolurio.^  agenda  items  identified  with 
letter  *  C  in  the  right  hand  col'^mn  are  eligible  for  consideration  as 
Consent  agenda  items. 


XI.  Chancellor  and  Staff  Reports 

XII.  Close  Session  Announcements  -  Legal  Counsel  Ronald  Lee 

XIII.  Requests  to  Speak 

XIV.  Adjournment 

FINANCE  (Pages  1  -  40  ) 

GENERAL  FUND 

B1        -  Review  of  the  Quarterly  Financial  Report  *  c 

B2       -  Authorization  be  hereby  given  to  contract  with  *  c 

Steinhart  &  Falconer  LLP,  pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section 
53060, for  the  provision  of  legal  defense  services  in  the  case  of 
Curzon-Brown  v.  SFCCD,  et  al.,  at  a  rate  not  to  exceed  $170/hour 

B3       -  Authorization  be  given  to  contract  with  Mason  Tillman  Associates, 

LTD.  to  assist  in  the  implementation  of  the  District's  MAA//LBE 
Program  during  the  1999-2000  fiscal  year  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed 
$156,185. 

B4       -  Authorization  be   hereby  given  to   contract  with   Angus   Hamer 

Networking  to  provide  construction/project  management  and 
oversight  for  the  City  College  Technology  Network  Project  for 
period  from  January  1,2000  through  June  30,  2000  for  a  total 
contract  cost  not  to  exceed  $486,690 

B5       -  Authorization  be  hereby  given  to  contract  with   Hewlett        Packard 

Company  for  the  leasing  of  computer  equipment,  software  and 
hardware  and  software  maintenance  for  a  period  of  48  months 
beginning  after  December  16,  1999  for  an  annual  cost  not  to 
exceed  $148,338  and  total  cost  not  to  exceed  $523,424 

B6       -  Authorization  be  hereby  given  to  purchase  backbone  switching 

electronics  equipment  as  part  of  the  Technology  Network  Project 
from  Lilien  Systems.Gofpr  during  the  period  from  January  1 ,  2000 
through  December  31,  2001  for  a  total  contract  cost  not  to  exceed 
$773,450. 

B7       -  Authorization  be  given  to  contract  with  SCT  *c 

Corporation  for  Payroll  consulting  services  from  December  6,  1999 
on  or  before  April  1 ,  2000  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $95,800. 

B7a     -  Authorization  for  one  (1)  General  Fund  Modification  (s)  *  c 

for  a  Special  Services  Contract. 

*C  -  It  is  recommended  that  all  resolutic.  agenc:^  iter.s  identified  v.-ith 
letter  *C  in  the  right  hand  col'uinn  are  eligible  for  ccnsidera- ion  as 
Consent  agenda  items. 


CAPTIAL  OUTLAY 

B8       -  Authorization  for  Four  ( 4 )  Contract  Modification(s)  *  c 

totaling  $30,463  for  Special  Services  Contract(s)  and  Construction 
Contract(s) 

B9       -  Authorization  be  given  to  contract  with  *  c 

General  Electrical  Industrial  Systems,  the  approved  bidder,  to 
provide  and  install  fourteen  (14)  250  amp  circuit  breakers,  at  a  cost 
of  $1 0,725,  to  be  completed  on  or  before  December  31,1 999 

BIO     -  Authorization  be  given  to  contract  *  c 

with  ,   the  lowest  responsible  bidder,    at  a  cost  of 

$ ,  to  be  completed  on  or  before  January  31 ,  2000 

GRANTS 

B1 1      -  Authorization  be  hereby  given  to  (1 )  submit  an  *  c 

application  for  funds  for  Garment  2000  and  (2)  appropriate  all 
funds  receivable  upon  approval  by  MOCD  to  conduct  proposed 
vocational  training  program  for  the  period  July  1,  2000  through 
June  30,  2001  for  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $150,000 

812  -  Authorization  is  hereby  given  to  contract  with  *c 

Priority  Architectural  Graphics  to  manufacture,  deliver  and  install 
two  exterior  banner  signs  for  a  sum  not  to  exceed  $10,000 

813  -  Authorization  be  hereby  given  to  subcontract  *c 

with  each  of  the  above-mentioned  sub-recipients  to  perform  their 
approved  action  plans  for  the  current  fiscal  year  of  the  8io-Link 
grant,  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed,  in  each  individual  case,  the 
approved  budget  for  said  year 

814  -  Authorization  to  amend  the  following  six  (6)  resolution(s)  *c 

as  indicated  in  the  table  totaling  $  48,777.13 

815  -  Authorization  be  given  to  submit  an  application  *  c 

and  appropriate  all  funds  receivable  upon  approval  from  the 
California  Community  Colleges  Chancellor's  Office  for  the  grant  " 
Pan  American  Unity:  Using  a  Mural  for  Education  for  the  period  of 
January  1,  2000  until  December  31,  2000  in  the  amount  not  to 
exceed  $27,764 

816  -  Authorization  be  given  to  the  San  Francisco  *  c 

Community  College  District  to  subcontract  with  the  Comprehensive 
Adult  Student  Assessment  System  (CASAS)  for  training,  technical 
assistance,  and  consultation  services  related  to  program 
requirements  of  the  231  Grant  of  the  Workforce  Investment  Act  - 


*C  -  It  is  recommended  that  all  resolution  agenda  ite-s  identified  with 
letter  *  C  in  the  right  hand  colurrxi  are  eli-jible  for  ccnsideraticr.  as 
Consent  agenda  items . 


Adult  Education  and  Family  Literacy  Act,  January  3,  2000  to  June 
30,  2000,  in  the  amount  not  to  exceed  $1 0,000. 

B17     -  Authorization  be  hereby  given  to  (1 )  contract  *c 

with  and  (2)  appropriate  funds  from  the  Private  Industry  Council  of 
San  Francisco  for  the  San  Francisco  Assessment  Center  (SFAC)  to 
provide  additional  staff  at  SFAC  at  Career  Link  for  the  period 
August  23,  1999  through  June  30,  2000,  in  the  amount  of  $40,000 

B18     -  Authorization  be  hereby  given  to  a  subcontractor  *c 

of  San  Francisco  State  University  (SFSU)  for  activities  related  to  a 
grant  from  San  Francisco  Dept  of  Public  Health  for  Community 
Health  Training  and  Development  Center  for  the  period  July  1, 

1999  to  June  30,  2000  in  the  amount  not  to  exceed  $38,966 

B19     -  Authorization  is  hereby  given  to  accept  from  the  *  c 

State  Chancellor's  Office,  California  Community  Colleges, 
Educational  Services  and  Economic  Development  Division  and 
subcontract  in  the  amount  of  $160,674  with  San  Francisco  State 
University  for  activities  related  this  grant  for  the  period  July  1,  1999 
to  June  30,  2000  in  the  total  amount  not  to  exceed  $198,874 

820     -  Authorization  is  hereby  given  to  contract  with  *  c 

Carolina  Guzman  to  provide  the  targeted  marketing  service  from 
November  22,  1999  to  June  30,  2000,  at  the  rate  of  $30  per  hour, 
for  a  total  cost  not  to  exceed  $18,600 

B21      -  Authorization  be  hereby  given  to  submit  *  c 

an  application  and  appropriate  all  funds  receivable  upon  approval 
from  the  California  Community  Colleges  Chancellor's  Office  for  the 
grant  "Focus  on  the  Future"  for  the  period  of  January  1,  2000  until 
December  31,  2000  in  the  amount  not  to  exceed  $56,148 

B22     -  Authorization  be  given  to  submit  an  application  *  c 

and  appropriate  all  funds  receivable  upon  approval  from  the 
California  Community  Colleges  Chancellor's  Office  for  the  grant 
"Modular  Biotechnological/Environmental  Chemical  Instrumentation 
Courses"  for  the  period  of  January  01,  2000  until  December  31, 

2000  in  the  amount  not  to  exceed  $28,588 

Equipment  Supplies  &  Services  (Pages  41-  48  ) 

CI        -  Procurement  of  equipment,  supplies,  services,  *  c 

etc.,  less  than  $3,000 


*C  -  It  is  recoiranended  that  all  resol-'ior.  agenda  items  identified  with 
letter  *  C  in  the  right  hand  colurrji  are  eligible  for  consideration  as 
Consent  agenda  items. 


C2       -  Procurement  of  equipment,  supplies,  services,  *  c 

etc.,$3,000ormore 

C3       -  Acceptance  of  Gifts  *  c 

C4       -  Disposal  of  Personal  Property  with  Insufficient  Sales  Value  *  c 

Human  Resources  (Pages  49-  82) 

F1        -  Extending  Interim  Appointment  Non-Educational  *  c 

Academic  Administrator. 

F2       -  Special  Administrative  Assignment  Interim  *  c 

Educational  Academic  Administrator 

F3       -  Interim  Appointment  Educational  Academic  Administrator  *  c 

F4       -  Extending  Interim  Appointment  Educational  Academic  *  c 

Appointment 

F5       -  Extending  Interim  Appointment  Educational  Academic  *  c 

Appointment 

G1-7    -  Academic  Employees,  Credit  Program,  District  *c 

Funded 

H1-2    -  Academic  Employees,  Credit  Program,  *g 

Categorically  Funded 

L1        -  Amending  employment  contract  for  *  c 

the  purpose  of  (a)  purchasing  tax  sheltered  annuities,  (b) 
contributing  to  tax  sheltered  custodial  accounts,  for  those 
employees  requesting  such  purchases  or  contributions,  and  (c) 
termination  of  the  amendment  to  employment  contract. 

N1       -  Academic  Employees  Community  Services  Classes  *  c 

POLICY         (Pages  83-160) 

P1        -  Notice  of  intention  to  amend  the  San  Francisco  Community  *  c 

College  District  Policy 

P2       -  Notice  of  Intention  to  Amend  the  SFCCD  Policy  Manual  *  c 


*C  -  It  is  recommended  that  all  resolution  agenda  items  identified  with 
letter  * C  in  the  right  hand  column  are  eligible  for  consideration  as 
Consent  agenda  items. 


SPECIAL       (Pages  161- 203) 

51  -  Presenting  the  Initial  Proposals  of  the  American  *  c 

Federation  of  Teachers,  Local  2121,  and  of  the  San  Francisco 
Community  College  District  for  a  Successor  Collective  Bargaining 
Agreement,  and  Placing  a  Special  Order  of  Business  on  the 
Agenda  for  a  Public  Board  of  Trustees  Meeting  in  January  2000  for 
Public  Response  to  the  Initial  Proposals. 

52  -  Recommend  adopting  a  successor  collective  *  c 

bargaining  agreement  between  the  San  Francisco  Community 
College  District  Board  of  Trustees  and  the  Department  Chairperson 
Council,  for  the  period  January  1,  2000,  through  December  31, 
2002 

53  -  Recommend  Adoption  of  Modified  Wage  Rates  *  c 

for  Skilled  Crafts  Bargaining  Unit  Classifications/Employees  for 
Fiscal  Year  1999-2000 

54  -  Recommend  Adoption  of  Modified  Wage  Rates  *  c 

for  Specified  Unrepresented  Classified  Building  Trades  Supervisory 
and  Building  Trades  Employees  for  Fiscal  Year  1999-2000 

55  -  Recommend  authorizing  the  administration  to  *  c 

establish  wage  rates/premiums  and  benefit  levels  for  the 
classification  of  Information  Systems  Manager  (1071) 

56  -  Establishment  of  Alumni  Resource  Development  *  c 

and  Recognition  Program 

57  -  Feasibility  Study  to  Review  Distance  Learning  *  c 

Opportunities  with  Public  Transportation,  i.e.  BART/Caltrain 

58  -  Proposed  Legislative  Action  Plan  *  c 

Information  only  (Pages  204-205) 

Members  of  the  public  shall  have  an  opportunity  to  speak  in  accordance  with 
Government  Code  54954.3  and  Education  Code  72121.5. 

Next  Board  Meeting  Date:  January  27,  2000 

District  Business  Office 
Gough  Street  Auditorium 
33  Gough  Street 
San  Francisco 


*C  -  It  is  recomrriended  that  all  resoiutic.  ager.aa  iiems  identified  with 
letter  * C  in  the  right  hand  column  are  eligible  for  consideration  as 
Consent  agenda  items. 
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CITY  COLLEGE  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

50  PHELAN  AVENUE  •  SAN   FRANCISCO,  CA  941  t2  •  415.  239.3000 


Date:  December  16,  1999  B1 

To:  Board  of  Trustees 

From:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject:        GENERAL  FUND 

Review  of  the  Quarterly  Financial  Report 
(Resolution  No.  991216-B1) 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

Title  5  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations,  Section  58310  requires 
California  Community  College  Districts  to  report  quarterly  on  their  financial 
condition.  Starting  with  the  quarter  ending  September  30,  1987  and  each  quarter 
thereafter,  Districts  are  required  to  provide  to  the  State  Chancellor's  Office  the 
completed  form  CCFS31 10  and  a  copy  of  the  quarterly  financial  report. 

In  order  to  meet  the  requirements  of  Title  5  of  the  California  Code  of 
Regulations,  Section  58310  the  following  resolution  is  recommended  for 
adoption. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  pursuant  to  Title  5  of  the  California  Code  of 
Regulations,  Section  58310,  the  Quarterly  Financial  Status  Report  for 
the  quarter  ended  September  30,  1999  is  hereby  reviewed  and  entered 
into  the  minutes  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  SFCCD. 

James  Kendrix,  Originator 

12/16/99 -B1  page1 


BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 
LAWRENCE  WONG,  PRESIDENT    •     DR.  ANITA  GRIER,  VICE  PRESIDENT 
ROBERT  E.  BURTON     •     JAMES  HASKELL  MAYO,  II.     •     RODEL  E.  RODIS 
DR.  PHILIP  R.  DAY,  JR.,  CHANCELLOR 
1 


DR.   NATALIE  BERG 
ROBERT  P.  VARNI 


a 


i 
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CITY 


COLLEGE 

Of  SAN  fHANCISCO 


CITY  COLLEGE  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

50  PHELAN  AVENUE  •  SAN   FRANCISCO,  CA  941  12   •  415.  239.3000 


DATE:  December  16. 1999 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject: 


B2 


GENERAL  FUND 

Authorization  to  contract  with  Steinhart  &  Falconer  LLP 

(Resolution  No.  991216-  B2) 


BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

The  College  has  been  served  with  a  lawsuit  involving  the  College's  Website  and 
Teacher  Review,  a  private  website.  Staff  is  recommending  the  retention  of  the  firm  of 
Steinhart  and  Falconer  LLP  by  the  District  to  provide  a  defense  in  this  litigation.  One  of 
the  partners  who  will  be  involved  in  the  defense  has  successfully  represented  Internet 
access,  service  and  content  providers  in  online  defamation  litigation.  It  is  anticipated 
that  this  same  firm  will  be  approved  by  a  committee  of  the  Statewide  Association  of 
Community  Colleges  (SWACC)  in  January  of  2000.  With  that  approval,  the  firm  will  be 
contracted  with  SWACC  to  provide  legal  services  to  the  District. 

RECOMMENDATION 

RESOLVED:  That  authorization  be  hereby  given  to  contract  with  Steinhart  & 
Falconer  LLP,  pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  53060,for  the  provision  of 
legal  defense  services  in  the  case  of  Curzon-Brown  v.  SFCCD,  et  al.,  at  a  rate 
not  to  exceed  $170/hour,  and 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:       That  the  Chancellor  and/or  Vice  Chancellor 
for  Finance  and  Administration  are  hereby  authorized  to  execute  any  and  all 
documents  on  behalf  of  the  District  to  effectuate  this  resolution. 


Ronald  Lee,  Originator 
12/16/99 -B2  page  1 


BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 
LAWRENCE  WONG,  PRESIDENT     .     DR.  ANITA  GRI  ER,  VICE  PRESIDENT 
ROBERT  E.   BURTON     •     JAMES   HASKELL  MAYO,  II.     •      RODEL  E.   RODIS 
DR.  PHILIP  R.  DAY,  JR.,  CHANCELLOR 


DR.  NATALIE  BERG 
ROBERT  P.  VARNI 
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DATE:  December  16,  1999  B3 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

SUBJECT:    Authorization  to  Contract  with 
Mason  Tillman  Associates,  LTD. 
(Resolution  No.  991216-B3) 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

Mason  Tillman  Associates,  LTD.  has  assisted  the  District  in  developing  and 
implementing  an  MA/V/LBE  program  through  1)  the  completion  of  a  Disparity  Study  on 
Minority  and  Woman-owned  Business  Enterprises  2)  development  of  the  program 
standards,  guidelines,  rules  and  regulations.  At  the  September  30,  1999  Board  of 
Trustees  meeting  Resolution  No.  990930-S7  was  approved  adopting  the  District's 
M/W/LBE  Program. 

At  the  meeting  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  Diversity  Committee  meeting  held  during 
August  of  1999  the  Board  of  Trustee's  Diversity  Committee  requested  that  Mason 
Tillman  Associates,  LTD.  be  further  engaged  by  the  District  to:  1)  develop  a  training 
program  for  staff;  2)  develop  a  database  tracking  system  for  the  District's  use;  3) 
provide  monthly  reporting  back  to  the  Board  of  Trustees  during  the  fiscal  year;  and  4) 
develop  a  outreach  program  to  enhance  communication  with  vendors. 

Additionally,  the  District  further  requires  the  assistance  of  Mason  Tillman 
Associates,  LTD.  in  serving  as  the  Contract  Compliance  function  on  behalf  of  the 
District  until  such  time  as  the  District  can  bring  sufficient  staffing  in-house  to  mange  the 
program. 
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The  costs  for  the  needed  services  are  as  follows: 

Develop  training  program,  database-tracking  system, 

monthly  reporting  and  developing  an  outreach  program  $  53,825 

Serving  as  the  Contract  Compliance  Office  102.360 

Total  $156,185 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  authorization  be  given  to  contract  with  Mason  Tillman 
Associates,  LTD.  to  assist  in  the  implementation  of  the  District's  MA/V/LBE 
Program  during  the  1999-2000  fiscal  year  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $156,185,  and 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That  the  Chancellor,  Vice  Chancellor  of 
Finance  and  Administration  and/or  their  designees  are  hereby  authorized  to 
execute  any  and  all  documents  on  behalf  of  the  District  to  effectuate  this 
resolution. 

James  Kendrix,  Originator 
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DATE: 


December  16,  1999 


B4 


TO: 


Board  of  Trustees 


FROM: 


Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 


SUBJECT:    Approval  of  Special  Personnel  Services  Contracts  with 
Angus  -  Hamer  Networking 
(Resolution  No:  991216-B4) 


BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

Angus-Hamer  Networking  has  been  providing  network  consulting  services 
for  City  College  since  1996,  both  in  the  area  of  operational  technical  consulting 
to  the  Information  Technology  Services  Department  (ITS)  on  the  college's  wide 
area  network  (WAN),  and  in  designing  the  new  network  infrastructure.  Last  fall 
the  Board  authorized  a  contract  with  Angus-Hamer  Networking  to  produce  the 
comprehensive  CCSF  network  survey,  which  is  the  college's  plan  for  building  the 
new  network  infrastructure. 

With  the  availability  of  the  General  Obligation  Bond  Funds,  CCSF  finally  began 
construction  of  the  college's  network  infrastructure  this  summer.  The  Phelan 
Campus  Conduit  Infrastructure  Repair  has  been  completed  and  the  Phelan 
Campus  Fiber  Backbone  Project  is  scheduled  for  completion  by  the  end  of  the 
year,  and  the  Cloud  Hall  Voice  and  Data  Cabling  that  is  part  of  the  general  Cloud 
Hall  Remodeling  Project  has  been  completed.  The  Phelan  Campus  Building 
Wiring  Project  is  scheduled  to  go  out  for  bid  in  December  and  a  contract  is 
scheduled  to  be  awarded  in  January  so  that  construction  can  begin  in  February. 

The  Board  of  Trustees  at  its  August  26,  1999  meeting  approved  Resolution  No. 
990826-B21  which  authorized  a  contract  with  Angus-Hamer  Networking  to 
provide  the  construction/project  management  and  oversight  for  the  projects  listed 
above  on  a  month-to-month  basis  through  December  31,  1999.  At  the  time  of 
the  August  26  resolution,  the  ITS  Department  had  intended  to  prepare  an 
Request  for  Proposal  (RFP)  to  hire  a  construction/project  management  firm  to 
oversee  the  entire  Technology  Network  Project.  In  the  process  of  preparing  the 
RFP,  the  College  reviewed  the  business  impact  of  bringing  on  a  new  consultant 
other  than  Angus  Hamer  Networking  to  oversee  and  manage  the  Technology 
Network  Project.  As  City  College  is  already  in  the  middle  of  this  project,  the 
learning  curve  for  a  new  consultant  would  be  significant  and  would  necessarily 
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result  in  schedule  delays.  As  instructional  programs  have  already  begun 
planning  for  use  of  the  new  network  infrastructure  for  next  fall,  any  further  delay 
would  have  negative  impact  on  instruction.  In  addition,  with  the  necessity  for  the 
administrative  information  systems  to  upgrade  to  Banner  4.0,  the  new  network 
infrastructure  is  needed  to  ensure  widespread  access  to  Banner.  For  these 
reasons,  the  ITS  Department  is  recommending  that  the  College  continue 
contracting  with  Angus-Hamer  at  the  current  rate  through  June  30,  2000.  At  that 
time,  a  further  evaluation  can  be  made  regarding  the  level  of  project 
management  services  that  will  be  needed  as  the  Technology  Infrastructure 
Project  proceeds. 

In  addition,  by  Resolution  No.  990624-B6,  the  Board  of  Trustees  has  previously 
approved  a  contract  with  Angus-Hamer  to  continue  to  provide  operational 
technical  support  to  the  ITS  Department  for  the  College's  wide  area  network  for 
the  fiscal  year  1999-2000  at  a  cost  not  to  exceed  $101,000  which  is  covered  by 
the  ITS  Department's  general  funds.  As  the  functions,  duration  and  funding  of 
these  two  contracts  are  different,  they  will  be  treated  as  separate  contracts. 

This  current  resolution  continues  the  contract  with  Angus-Hamer  Networking  to 
provide  the  construction/project  management  and  oversight  for  these  projects  on 
a  month-to-month  basis  through  June  30,  2000.  The  monthly  rate  for  this 
contract  is  $81,615.  The  total  contract  for  construction/project  management  will 
not  exceed  $489,690  for  the  six-month  period. 

The  cost  of  this  contract  for  network  infrastructure  construction/project 
management  will  be  funded  with  the  proceeds  of  the  College's  general  obligation 
bonds. 


RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  authorization  be  hereby  given  to  contract  with 

Angus  Hamer  Networking  to  provide  construction/project  management 
and  oversight  for  the  City  College  Technology  Network  Project  for  period 
from  January  1 ,2000  through  June  30,  2000  for  a  total  contract  cost  not  to 
exceed  $489,690.  and 


FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That  the  Chancellor,  Vice  Chancellor  of 
Finance  and  Administration,  and/or  their  designee  are  hereby  authorized 
to  execute  any  and  all  documents  on  behalf  of  the  District  to  effectuate 
this  resolution. 

Mamie  How,  Originator 
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DATE: 


December  16,  1999 


B5 


TO: 


Board  of  Trustees 


FROM: 


Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 


SUBJECT:    Approval  of  Equipment  Leasing 
(Resolution  No.  991216-B5) 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

City  College  of  San  Francisco  is  currently  using  five  Hewlett  Packard  9000 
servers  to  provide  administrative  information  systems  support,  instructional 
support  and  library  support.  Three  of  the  servers  are  over  six  years  old.  One  of 
the  servers  is  on  a  3-year  lease,  which  expires  in  June  2000.  The  Information 
Technology  Services  Department  (ITS),  has  explored  the  costs  of  leasing  three 
new  Hewlett  Packard,  N-class  servers  to  replace  four  of  the  current  servers, 
excluding  the  Library  server,  while  keeping  the  operational  costs  neutral. 
This  resolution  authorizes  a  lease  from  Hewlett  Packard  Company  of  one  server, 
as  the  ITS  Department  needs  to  phase  in  the  installation  of  these  servers.  This 
first  new  server  is  the  development  server  for  administrative  information  systems. 
In  addition,  it  will  provide  two  new  needed  functions:  disaster  recovery  of  the 
Banner  production  server  and  a  centralized  back-up  solution  for  network  servers. 
The  four-year  costs  for  this  server,  hardware,  software,  four-year  maintenance 
and  installation  are  $523,424,  ($364,321  for  hardware,  $131,313  for  the  four- 
year  maintenance  costs,  and  $27,840  for  installation  and  implementation  costs). 
At  the  end  of  the  lease  period.  City  College  will  have  the  option  to  purchase  the 
equipment  for  one  dollar.  The  cost  for  straight  leasing  without  this  one-dollar 
purchase  option  is  more  expensive.  The  cost  for  this  four-year  lease  is  $12,361 
monthly  and  $148,338  annually. 

As  the  equipment  will  be  procured  through  CMAS  (California  Multiple  Award 
Schedule),  further  bidding  is  not  required. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  authorization  be  hereby  given  to  contract  with  A 

Hewlett   Packard   Company  for  the   leasing   of  computer  equipment,  " 

software  and  hardware  and  software  maintenance  for  a  period  of  48 
months  beginning  after  December  16,  1999  for  an  annual  cost  not  to 
exceed  $148,338  and  total  cost  not  to  exceed  $523,424,  and 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That  the  Chancellor,  Vice  Chancellor  of 
Finance  and  Administration,  and/or  their  designee  are  hereby  authorized 
to  execute  any  and  all  documents  on  behalf  of  the  District  to  effectuate 
this  resolution. 

Mamie  How,  Originator 
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DATE:  December  16,  1999 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

SUBJECT:    Approval  of  Equipment  Purchase 
(Resolution  No:  991216-B6) 


B6 


BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

With  the  availability  of  the  General  Obligation  Bond  Funds,  CCSF  began 
construction  of  the  college's  network  infrastructure,  this  past  summer:  The 
Phelan  Campus  Conduit  Infrastructure  Repair  Project  has  been  completed;  the 
Phelan  Campus  Fiber  Backbone  Project  is  scheduled  for  completion  by  the  end 
of  the  year;  the  Cloud  Hall  Voice  and  Data  Cabling  that  is  part  of  the  general 
Cloud  Hall  Remodeling  Project  has  been  completed.  For  the  campus  to  utilize 
the  Phelan  Campus  fiber  backbone,  termination  equipment  (switches)  must  be 
procured  and  installed  in  the  telecommunications  closets  for  the  buildings  on 
Phelan  campus.  This  resolution  authorizes  the  procurement  of  the  fiber 
switching  electronics  equipment  for  both  Phelan  campus,  and  the  outlying 
campuses,  to  be  installed  when  those  buildings  are  wired. 

During  the  month  of  October,  Angus-Hamer  Networking,  the  Technology 
Network  Project  consultants  for  City  College  and  a  team  of  ITS  Department  staff 
evaluated  five  major  vendor  solutions  for  backbone  switches:  Hewlett-Packard, 
Extreme,  Alcatel,  Lucent  and  Cisco.  The  evaluation  team  attended 
presentations  by  each  vendor  who  was  given  a  list  of  questions  to  answers  and 
technology  solutions  to  demonstrate.  The  evaluation  team  rated  the  products  as 
well  as  the  vendor  solutions  and  ranked  Hewlett  Packard  and  Lucent  the  highest. 
The  recommendation  of  the  evaluation  team  was  endorsed  by  the  Network 
Subcommittee  of  the  Computer  Policy  Committee.  Both  vendors  were  invited  to 
submit  bid  proposals  through  local  retailers  (VARS)  who  participate  in  the  CMAS 
(California  Multiple  Award  Schedule)  Program. 

Prior-year  Instructional  Equipment  Block  grant  funds,  which  can  be  spent  on 
technology  infrastructure  upgrades,  $951,000,  have  been  set  aside  to  cover  the 
cost  of  this  equipment  purchase. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  the  Chancellor,  Vice  Chancellor  of  Finance  and 

Administration,  and/or  their  designee  are  hereby  authorized  to  purchase 
backbone  switching  electronics  equipnnent  as  part  of  the  Technology 
Network  Project  from  Lilien  Systems,  during  the  period  from  January  1 , 
2000  through  December  31 ,  2001  for  a  total  contract  cost  not  to  exceed 
$773,450. 


FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:      That  the  Chancellor,  Vice  Chancellor  of 
Finance  and  Administration,  and/or  their  designee  are  hereby  authorized 
to  execute  any  and  all  documents  on  behalf  of  the  District  to  effectuate 
this  resolution. 

Mamie  How,  Originator 
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DATE:  December  16,  1999  B7 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject:        GENERAL  FUND 

Authorization  to  Award  a  Special  Service  Contract 
with  SCT  Corporation. 
(Resolution  No.  991216-  B7) 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

As  of  July  1 ,  1999  the  District  completed  its  payroll  transition  from  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  payroll  processing  to  in-house  payroll  production. 
The  Payroll  Department  has  been  under  staffed  for  several  months  because  of 
the  difficulties  in  recruiting  supervisory  staff  in  a  tight  labor  market.  During  the 
last  five  months  two  extensive  advertising  campaigns  have  yielded  small  pools  of 
applicants  for  interviews.  The  District  did  in  fact  offer  the  position  to  a  well- 
qualified  individual,  who  accepted  our  position.  However,  on  the  day  the 
individual  was  scheduled  to  start  employment  with  the  District,  the  current 
employer  offered  a  package  that  resulted  in  the  person  not  accepting  the 
District's  position.  There  is  currently  a  new  applicant  pool  that  is  being  evaluated 
for  interviews  during  January  2000;  however,  it  is  still  necessary  that  additional 
supervisory  expertise  be  brought  in  to  assist  the  District.  The  SCT  Corporation 
provides  the  best  source  for  the  needed  expertise  until  such  time  a  Payroll 
Supervisor  is  hired  by  the  District. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  authorization  be  given  to  contract  with  SCT  Corporation  for 
Payroll  consulting  services  from  December  6,  1999  until  April  1,  2000  at  a  cost 
not  to  exceed  $95,800,  and 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:      That  the  Chancellor,  Vice  Chancellor  of 
Finance  and  Administration  and/or  their  designee  are  hereby  authorized  to 
execute  any  and  all  documents  on  behalf  of  the  District  to  effectuate  this 
resolution. 

James  Kendrix,  Originator 
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DATE:  December  16.  1999  B9 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject:        CAPITAL  OUTLAY 

Authorization  to  Award  a  Equipment  Purchase  Contract 
To  General  Electrical  Industrial  Systems 
(Resolution  No.  991216-B9) 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

Project:  Science  Hall  Building  Electrical  Upgrade  -  Circuit  Breakers  Purchase 

The  Board  of  Trustees  previously  approved  Resolution  No.  991118-Blla  to 
purchase  electrical  panel  equipment  from  General  Electrical  Industrial  Systems  for  the  Science 
Hall  Building  Electrical  Upgrade  project.  District  wishes  to  contract  with  General  Electrical 
Industrial  Systems,  the  approved  bidder,  to  provide  and  install  fourteen  (14)  250  amp  circuit 
breakers  at  same  time  as  the  electrical  panel  equipment  being  manufactured  at  factory.  The 
existing  building  electrical  system  was  installed  in  1940  and  the  current  building  electrical  power 
supply  capacity  will  not  meet  the  increasing  electrical  power  demands  from  electronic  equipment 
used  by  both  faculty  and  students.  This  purchase  of  electrical  equipment  is  necessary  for  meeting 
the  construction  schedule  during  the  winter  break  and  minimizing  the  interruption  of  the  academic 
activities  in  the  Science  Building.  The  cost  of  this  purchase  includes  providing  equipment  specified 
by  Electrical  Engineers,  startup  and  commissioning  equipment  after  installation,  and  training  of  the 
District's  Buildings  and  Grounds  Department  building  engineers. 

The  project  is  funded  by  1997-1998  State  Scheduled  Maintenance  grant  with  50% 
District  match  by  General  Obligation  bond,  to  be  charged  to  Appropriation  number  420603-0130- 
6202-71 00-S. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  authorization  be  given  to  contract  with  General  Electrical 
Industrial  Systems,  the  approved  bidder,  to  provide  and  install  fourteen  (14)  250 
amp  circuit  breakers,  at  a  cost  of  $10,725,  to  be  completed  on  or  before  December 
31,1999,  and 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That    the    Chancellor.    Vice    Chancellor    of 

Finance  and  Administration  and/or  their  designee  are  hereby  authorized  to  execute 
any  and  all  documents  on  behalf  of  the  District  to  effectuate  this  resolution. 

Peter  Goldstein,  Originator 

12/16/99 -B9  page  1  board  or  tf^ustees 
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DATE: 
TO: 

FROM: 


December  16.  1999 

Board  of  Trustees 

Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject: 


B10 


CAPITAL  OUTLAY 

Authorization  to  Award  a  Construction  Contract  to 


(Resolution  No.  991216-B10) 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

Project:  Science  Hall  Building  Electrical  Upgrade 

(in  process  of  bidding) 

The  District  received  several  qualified  bid  proposals  from  Contractors,  including 

Minority  Business  Enterprise  firms  and  the  District  wishes  to  contract  with ( ), 

the  lowest  responsible  bidder,  for  the  project:  Science  Hall  Building  Electrical  Upgrade.  The 
existing  building  electrical  system  was  installed  in  1940  and  the  current  building  electrical  power 
supply  capacity  will  not  meet  the  increasing  electrical  power  demands  from  electronic  equipment 
used  by  both  faculties  and  students.  This  upgrade  of  new  electrical  equipment  is  necessary  for 
meeting  the  construction  schedule  during  the  winter  break  and  minimizing  the  interruption  on  the 
academic  activities  in  the  Science  Building.  The  scope  of  this  work  is  to  install  the  new  switchboard 
equipment,  testing  and  commissioning  system  after  final  installation. 

The  project  is  funded  by  1997-1998  State  Scheduled  Maintenance  grant  with  50% 
District  match  by  General  Obligation  bond,  to  be  charged  to  Appropriation  number  420603-0130- 
6202-71 00-S. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:    That  authorization  be  given  to  contract  with ,  the  lowest 

responsible  bidder,  at  a  cost  of  $ ,  to  be  completed  on  or  before  January 

31,2000,  and 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That    the    Chancellor,    Vice    Chancellor    of 

Finance  and  Administration  and/or  their  designee  are  hereby  authorized  to  execute 
any  and  all  documents  on  behalf  of  the  District  to  effectuate  this  resolution. 

Peter  Goldstein,  Originator 
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DATE:  December  16,  1999  B11 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

SUBJECT:     GRANTS 

Authorization  to  submit  an  application  for  funds  for 
Garment  2000  and  appropriate  funds  receivable  upon 
approval  by  the  San  Francisco  Mayor's  Office  of 
Community  Development  (MOCD)  for  continued 
development  of  vocational  training. 
(Resolution  No.991216-  B11) 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

Garment  2000  is  requesting  funding  from  MOCD  under  the  Community  Development 
Block  Grant  Program  to  continue  serving  the  community  by  developing  and  delivering 
vocational  training  in  the  apparel  sector.  The  total  amount  being  requested  is  $150,000 
for  the  FY  2000  -  2001  starting  July  1 ,  2000  to  June  30,  2001 . 

The  District's  proposal  is  for  funds  to  (a)  support  an  incubator  program  for  10  micro- 
enterprises  and  entrepreneur  businesses  in  the  apparel  sector  (b)  continue  to  provide 
training  in  Computer  Aided  Design  and  Manufacturing  and  (c)  present  workshops  and 
seminars  on  manufacturing  productivity. 

Income 


San  Francisco  Mayor's  Office  of 

Community  Development  $150.000 

Total  Income  $150,000 
Expenditures: 

Certificated  Salaries  $99,512 

Classified  Salaries  18,818 

Employee  Benefits  18,295 

Supplies  525 

Consultant  Services  2,740 

Travel  0 

Indirect  Costs  10,110 

Totals  $150,000 

12/16/99 -B11    pagel  board  of  trustees 
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RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  authorization  be  hereby  given  to  (1)  submit  an  application  for 
funds  for  Garment  2000  and  (2)  appropriate  ail  funds  receivable  upon  approval  by 
MOCD  to  conduct  proposed  vocational  training  program  for  the  period  July  1 ,  2000 
through  June  30,  2001  for  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $150,000,  and 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That  the  Chancellor.  Vice  Chancellor  of  Finance 
and  Administration,  and/or  their  designee  are  hereby  authorized  to  execute  any 
and  all  documents  on  behalf  of  the  District  to  effectuate  this  resolution. 

Phyllis  G.  McGuire,  Originator 
12/16/99 -B11    page  2 
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DATE:     December  16,  1999 


B12 


TO: 


Board  of  Trustees 


FROM:    Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

SUBJECT:        GRANT 

Authorization  to  Contract  with  Priority  Architectural 

Graphics 

(Resolution  No.  991216-B12) 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

For  several  years  the  Downtown  Campus  has  explored  the  possibility  of 
installing  exterior  signage  which  will  clearly  identify  800  Mission  Street  as  a 
college  campus.  The  Downtown  Campus  is  located  in  one  of  the  most  dynamic 
areas  of  San  Francisco  and  needs  to  publicize  its  programs  and  courses  to  the 
general  public.  Visible  signs  are  an  ideal  way  of  advertising  the  campus. 

Priority  Architectural  Graphics  will  manufacture,  deliver  and  install  two 
double-faced,  non-illuminated  banner  signs,  approximately  25'  x  4',  flag  mounted 
at  800  Mission  Street.  One  banner  will  be  installed  on  Fourth  Street  and  the 
other  on  Mission.  Each  banner  will  be  constructed  of  red  and  black  canvas,  all 
copy  and  logo  to  be  painted  white,  poles  to  be  made  of  2-1/2"  diameter 
galvanized  steel,  7'  in  length  with  ball  ends.  Lighting  for  the  signs  will  be 
addressed  at  the  January  meeting. 

The  project  is  funded  by  the  General  Obligation  Bond  fund,  and  to  be 
charged  to  Appropriation  fund  number  42026P-851 0-6201 -71 00-REN. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  authorization  is  hereby  given  to  contract  with  Priority 
Architectural  Graphics  to  manufacture,  deliver  and  install  two  exterior  banner 
signs  for  a  sum  not  to  exceed  $10,000,  and 

FUTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That  the  Chancellor,  Vice  Chancellor  of  Finance 
and  Administration,  and/or  their  designees  are  hereby  authorized  to  execute  any 
and  all  documents  on  behalf  of  the  District  to  effectuate  this  resolution. 


Steven  Glick,  Originator 
12/16/99  -  B1 2  page  1 
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DATE:  December  16,  1999 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject: 


B13 


GRANTS 

Approval  of  Sub-Recipient  Contracts 

(Resolution  No.  991216-B13) 


BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

Bio-Link  was  established  with  Resolution  No.  971120-B8  to  create  a  structure  to 
enhance  and  expand  biotechnology  technician  programs  throughout  the  nation.  To  be 
truly  effective  at  the  national  level,  the  National  Center,  staffed  by  CCSF  and  housed  at 
UCSF,  was  authorized  to  work  with  Regional  Centers.  The  latter  are  thereby  all  sub- 
recipients  of  the  National  Science  Foundation  Grant  that  funds  Bio-Link.  At  the  time  of 
drafting  this  resolution,  New  Hampshire  Community  Technical  College,  Madison  Area 
Technical  College,  Austin  Community  College,  Seattle  Central  Community  College,  San 
Diego  City  College,  and  the  Northern  California  Biotechnology  Center  at  CCSF  are  the 
designated  Regional  Centers  for  the  Bio-Link  grant.  The  University  of  Maryland,  one  of 
CCSF  partners  in  this  project  in  the  original  grant  proposal,  is  no  longer  a  program 
participant,  and  Bio-Link  is  currently  exploring  the  possibility  of  bringing  a  new  partner 
on  board  and  of  assigning  the  Southeast  Region  as  its  area  of  jurisdiction.  The  identity 
of  the  new  partner  is  yet  to  be  determined.  With  the  present  resolution,  Bio-Link 
requests  authorization  to  disburse  the  sub-award  amounts  to  the  Regional  Centers, 
based  on  each  Center's  approved  budget  for  the  current  fiscal  year,  in  accordance  with 
the  terms  of  the  National  Science  Foundation's  Bio-Link  grant.  The  consolidated  figures 
for  each  Center's  budget  during  the  second  year  of  the  grant  is  tabulated  below: 


Regional  Center 


Fiscal  Year  1999-2000 


New  Hampshire  Community  Technical  College 

$  97,024 

Madison  Area  Technical  College 

115,000 

Austin  Community  College 

82,551 

Seattle  Central  Community  College 

48,254 

San  Diego  City  College 

79,000 

Northern  California  Biotechnology  Center  (CCSF) 

30,000 

Southeast  Region 

20,000-60,000 

12/16/99  -  B1 3  page  1 
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There  is  no  additional  space  or  in-kind  match  required.  The  Bio-Link  grant  will 
provide  the  funding  for  each  of  the  sub-awards. 


RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  authorization  be  hereby  given  to  subcontract  with  each  of  the  above- 
mentioned  sub-recipients  to  perform  their  approved  action  plans  for  the  current  fiscal 
year  of  the  Bio-Link  grant,  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed,  in  each  individual  case,  the 
approved  budget  for  said  year,  and 


FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:      That  the  Chancellor,  Vice  Chancellor  of  Finance  and 
Administration  and/or  their  designee  are  hereby  authorized  to  execute  any  and  all 
documents  on  behalf  of  the  District  to  effectuate  this  resolution. 


Frances  Lee,  Originator 
12/16/99 -B13  page  2 
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CITY  COLLEGE  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

50  PHELAN  AVENUE  •   SAN   FRANCISCO,  CA  941  1  2   •  4  1  5.  239.3000 


DATE:  December  16,  1999 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 


B15 


SUBJECT:     GRANTS 

Approval  to  submit  an  application  and  appropriate  funds 

received. 

(Resolution  No.  991216-B15) 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

City  College  of  San  Francisco  wishes  to  apply  to  The  California  Community 
Colleges  Chancellor's  Office  for  a  grant  for,  "Pan  American  Unity:  Using  a  Mural  for 
Education."  With  this  grant  the  Latin  American  Studies,  Art,  Music  and  Social  Sciences 
Departments  at  CCSF  would  integrate  the  college's  Pan  American  Unity  mural  into  their 
classes.  A  resource  book  and  other  materials  will  be  created  and  made  available  to 
faculty.  The  total  of  the  grant  is  $19,836. 

There  is  no  additional  space  required.  There  is  a  $5,928  in-kind  match  required 
which  will  be  provided  by  the  School  of  Liberal  Arts  and  the  School  of  Behavioral 
Sciences.  Our  partner  in  the  project  is  the  Mexican  Museum,  located  at  Fort  Mason. 
City  College  of  San  Francisco  is  the  fiscal  agent. 


Income 

California  Community  Colleges,  Chancellor's  Office 

CCSF  In-Kind  Match 

Total 

Expenditures 
Academic  Salaries 
Employee  Benefits 
Supplies  and  Materials 
Other  Operating  Expenses 
Sub  Total 


$19,836 
5.928 
$27,764 


$16,000 

2.336 

500 

1.000 

$19,836 
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In-kind  Match 

Academic  Salaries  $5,660 

Employee  Benefits  268 

Sub  Total  $  5,928 

Total  Expenditures  $27,764 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  authorization  be  given  to  submit  an  application  and 
appropriate  all  funds  receivable  upon  approval  from  the  California 
Community  Colleges  Chancellor's  Office  for  the  grant "  Pan  American  Unity: 
Using  a  Mural  for  Education  for  the  period  of  January  1 ,  2000  until 
December  31 ,  2000  in  the  amount  not  to  exceed  $19,836,  and 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That  the  Chancellor.  Vice  Chancellor  of 
Finance  and  Administration  and/or  their  designees  are  hereby  authorized  to 
execute  any  and  all  documents  on  behalf  of  the  District  to  effectuate  this 
resolution. 

Robert  Gabriner,  Originator  Jj 
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CITY  COLLEGE  OF  SAN   FRANCISCO 

50  PHELAN  AVENUE  •  SAN   FRANCISCO,  CA  941  1  2   •  4  I  5.  239.3000 


DATE:  December  16,  1999 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 


B16 


SUBJECT:     GRANTS 

Authorization  to  Subcontract  with  the  Comprehensive 
Adult  Student  Assessment  System  (CASAS) 
(Resolution  No.  991216-B16) 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

City  College  received  a  grant  award  from  the  California  Department  of 
Education  for  the  Workforce  Investment  Act  (WIA)  -  Title  II  Adult  Education  and  Family 
Literacy  Act  (AEFLA)  for  FY  1999-2000.  The  grant  requires  documented  program 
accountability  as  defined  in  the  California  Department  of  Education  State  Plan  for  Adult 
Education.  Implementation  at  City  College  of  San  Francisco  involves  changes  in  testing 
practices,  CASAS  score  interpretation,  documentation,  student  data  collection,  and 
monitoring  of  student  progress  in  English  as  a  Second  Language  (ESL),  ESL  Citizenship, 
Adult  Basic  Education,  and  GED  preparation  classes. 

Beginning  July  1,  1999,  supplemental  program  funding  is  based  on  attainment  of 
state-determined  benchmarks.  Changes  in  new  grant  requirements  are  significant  and 
create  a  need  for  in-service  training  of  faculty,  staff,  and  administrators,  redesign  of  grant 
implementation  strategies,  and  curricular  redesign  and  development  projects.  The  agency 
best  suited  to  assist  City  College  of  San  Francisco  staff  by  providing  training  and  technical 
assistance  is  the  San  Diego-based  Comprehensive  Adult  Student  Assessment  System 
(CASAS),  which  as  a  contractor  of  the  California  Department  of  Education  created  the 
tests  and  program  accountability  software  now  deemed  required  for  grant  compliance. 
CASAS  administration   has  agreed  to  develop  and  conduct  training  at  City  College 
campuses  and  provide  technical  assistance  and  consultation  services  to  program  staff. 

The  grant  of  the  WIA  -  AEFLA  will  provide  funding  for  the  training  and 
technical  assistance  subcontract.  No  district  funds  are  required. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 


RESOLVED:  That  authorization  be  given  to  the  San  Francisco 

Comnnunity  College  District  to  subcontract  with  the  Comprehensive  Adult  Student 
Assessment  System  (CASAS)  for  training,  technical  assistance,  and  consultation  services 
related  to  program  requirements  of  the  grant  from  the  Workforce  Investment  Act  -  Adult 
Education  and  Family  Literacy  Act,  January  3,  2000  to  June  30,  2000,  in  the  amount  not 
to  exceed  $10,000,  and 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:      That  the  Chancellor,  Vice  Chancellor  of  Finance  and 
Administration,  and/or  their  designees  are  hereby  authorized  to  execute  any  and  all 
documents  on  behalf  of  the  District  to  effectuate  this  resolution. 


Gary  Tom,  Originator 
12/16/99 -B16  page  2 
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DATE:  December  16,  1999  B17 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject:        Grant 

Authorization  to  contract  with   and   appropriate 
funds  receivable  from  the  Private  Industry  Council 
of  San  Francisco. 
(Resolution  No.  991216  -  B17) 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

The  San  Francisco  Assessment  Center  (SFAC)  was  established  in  1992  through 
a  subcontract  with  the  Private  Industry  Council  of  San  Francisco  (PIC).  The 
funding  originated  with  the  Department  of  Labor  under  the  Job  Training 
Partnership  Act  Title  III  (JTPA).  The  original  three  year  contract  provided  for 
career  and  vocational  assessment  services  for  JTPA-eligible  and  other  low 
income  individuals.  PIC  has  continued  to  contract  for  these  services  on  an 
annual  basis.  This  one-time  grant  will  augment  the  existing  assessment 
services. 

City  College  of  San  Francisco  wishes  to  contract  with  the  Private  Industry 
Council  of  San  Francisco  to  accept  a  one-time  contribution  of  $40,000.  Since 
1995  the  SFAC  has  co-located  with  the  Private  Industry  Council,  the  Employment 
Development  Department,  the  Department  of  Human  Services,  the  National 
Council  on  Aging  and  the  Department  of  Rehabilitation  to  form  Career  Link,  a 
One-Stop  Career  Center  now  located  at  3120  Mission  Street.  Career  Link 
provides  multi-agency  career,  education,  training  and  employment  resources  to 
job  seekers  and  career  changers.  The  funding  for  this  agreement  is  provided  by 
the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Human  Services  as  a  partial  salary  offset  for 
the  new  Career  Link  manager,  a  CCSF  faculty  member.  The  intent  of  these 
funds  is  to  hire  additional  part  time  staff  to  assume  some  of  the  new  manager's 
assessment  and  counseling  responsibilities.  The  terms  of  this  agreement  will  be 
August  23,  1999  through  June  30,  2000. 
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Federal  Income  from  Local  Source 

Private  Industry  Council  $40,000 

Expenditures: 

Academic  Salaries  $36,668 

Employee  Benefits  3.332 

Total  $40,000 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  authorization  be  hereby  given  to  (1)  contract  with  and 
(2)  appropriate  funds  from  the  Private  Industry  Council  of  San  Francisco 
for  the  San  Francisco  Assessment  Center  (SFAC)  to  provide  additional 
staff  at  SFAC  at  Career  Link  for  the  period  August  23,  1999  through  June 
30,  2000,  in  the  amount  of  $40,000,  and 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:      That  the  Chancellor,  Vice  Chancellor  of 
Finance  and  Administration,  and/or  their  designee  are  hereby  authorized 
to  execute  any  and  all  documents  on  behalf  of  the  District  to  effectuate 
this  resolution. 

Phyllis  G.  McGuire,  Originator 
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DATE: 
TO: 

FROM: 


December  16,  1999 

Board  of  Trustees 

Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 


B18 


SUBJECT: 


Grants 

Authorization  to  subcontract  with 
San  Francisco  State  University 
(Resolution  No.  991216-B18) 


BACKGROUND  INFORIVIATION: 

The  Community  Health  Training  Center  is  an  inter-segmental  collaboration 
between  the  Health  Science  Department  at  CCSF  and  the  Department  of  Health 
Education  at  San  Francisco  State  University.  The  Community  Health  Worker 
Certificate  requires  17  units  at  CCSF;  14  of  those  units  also  satisfy  graduation 
requirements  at  SFSU  Department  of  Health  Education;  and  the  certificate  meets 
Civil  Service  minimum  qualifications  for  hiring  and  promotion  in  the  Health 
Workers  series  of  positions.  CCSF  students  completing  program  courses  at 
SFSU  are  reimbursed  education  fees  via  this  grant. 

This  resolution  requests  authorization  to  subcontract  and  accept  funds 
from  San  Francisco  State  University  (SFSU)  for  activities  related  to  a  grant  from 
the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  to  develop  an  innovative  Drug 
and  Alcohol  Certificate.  This  certificate  is  state  accredited  and  meets  all 
academic  requirements  of  the  California  Association  of  Alcohol  and  Drug 
Educators  (CAADE).  Planning  and  curriculum  development  is  to  be  carried  out 
by  the  staff  of  the  Community  Health  Training  and  Development  Center.  Training 
will  take  place  at  City  College  of  San  Francisco.  San  Francisco  State  University 
is  the  fiscal  agent. 

This  resolution  has  been  delayed  due  to  the  process  of  review  by  both 
institutions  of  the  sub-recipient  agreement  necessary  to  having  a  legal 
understanding  in  place  for  continuing  the  collaboration  between  both  parties. 
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This  program  has  been  guaranteed  funding  for  one  year,  July  1,  1999  to 
June  30,  2000.  These  funds  will  be  expended  as  follows: 


Income 


San  Francisco  Dept.  of  Public  Health 

$38,966 

Expenditures 

Academic  Salaries  and  Benefits: 

$18,750 

Student  Tuition 

7,330 

Student  Books 

10,000 

Indirect 

2.886 

Total 

$38,966 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  authorization  be  hereby  given  to  a  subcontractor  of  San 
Francisco  State  University  (SFSU)  for  activities  related  to  a  grant  from  San 
Francisco  Dept  of  Public  Health  for  Community  Health  Training  and 
Development  Center  for  the  period  July  1,  1999  to  June  30,  2000  in  the  amount 
not  to  exceed  $38,966,  and 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That  the  Chancellor,  Vice  Chancellor  of  Finance 
and  Administration,  and/or  their  designees  are  hereby  authorized  to  execute  any 
and  all  documents  on  behalf  of  the  District  to  effectuate  this  resolution 


Robert  Gabriner,  Originator 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 


December  16,  1999 


Board  of  Trustees 


Dr.  Phillip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 


B19 


SUBJECT:     GRANTS 

Authorization  to  accept  funds  and  subcontract 
with  San  Francisco  State  University 
(Resolution  No.  991216-B19) 

BACKGROUND  INFORIVIATION: 

The  Community  Health  Training  Center  is  an  inter-segmental  collaboration 
between  the  Health  Science  Department  at  CCSF  and  the  Department  of  Health 
Education  at  San  Francisco  State  University.  The  Community  Health  Worker  Certificate 
requires  17  units  at  CCSF;  14  of  those  units  also  satisfy  graduation  requirements  at 
SFSU  Department  of  Health  Education;  and  the  certificate  meets  Civil  Service  minimum 
qualifications  for  hiring  and  promotion  in  the  Health  Workers  series  of  positions. 

San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Regional  Health  Occupation  Resource  Center 
(RHORC)  Consortium  encourages  collaboration  between  health  care  employers,  state 
and  local  government  agencies,  and  education  providers  from  all  segments.  RHORC 
will  also  plan,  coordinate  and  hold  an  Institute  for  Consortium  partners  to  include 
workshop  training  activities  and  dissemination  information.  Furthermore  RHORC  will 
complete  a  regional  need  assessment  and  will  develop  an  electronic/hard  copy 
information  depository.  Staff  and  faculty  members  from  the  Center  will  work  on  the 
program.  The  Center  is  located  at  San  Francisco  State.  However,  this  grant  is  from  the 
CA  Community  Colleges'  State  Chancellor's  Office  and  provides  major  support  of  the 
Community  Health  Worker  Program,  the  associated  community  college,  in  this  case 
CCSF,  will  act  as  fiscal  agent. 

This  resolution  requests  authorization  to  accept  funds  and  subcontract  a  majority 
of  funds  to  San  Francisco  State  University  (SFSU)  for  activities  related  to  this  grant 
from  State  Chancellor's  Office  of  Educational  Services  and  Economic  Development 
Division.  This  is  a  continuing  grant  for  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Regional  Health 
Occupation  Resource  Center  (RHORC)  project  of  the  Community  Health  Training  and 
Development  Center.  The  Center  is  a  partnership  of  San  Francisco  State  and  City 
College  of  San  Francisco. 
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This  resolution  has  been  delayed  due  to  the  process  of  review  by  both 
institutions  of  the  sub-recipient  agreement  necessary  to  having  a  legal  understanding  in 
place  for  continuing  the  collaboration  between  both  parties. 

This  program  has  been  guaranteed  funding  for  one  year,  July  1,  1999  to 
June  30,  2000  in  the  amount  not  to  exceed  $160,674.  These  funds  will  be  expended  as 

follows: 

Income 

CA  Community  Colleges'  State  Chancellor's  Office  $198,874 

Expenditures 

Release  Time  (Vicki  Legion)  $  14,000 

Benefits  3,500 

Indirect  4%  700 

Total  CCSF  $  18,200 

Other  Outgo 

Personnel:  $  90,199 

Fringe  Benefits  (@38%)  34,275 

Travel  3,000 

Honorarium  4,000 

Conference/Institute  Expenses  10,000 

Consultants  5,500 

Supplies  and  Services  8,020 

4%  Indirect  6.180 

Total  Outgo  (funds  to  SFSU)  $160,674 

Total  $198,874 

Subcontracted  Expenditures  include: 

Personnel  salaries  are  as  follows:  85%  for  RHORC  Director,  35%  for  Associate  Director 
30%  for  Office  Manager,  and  50%  for  Finance  Manager.  All  listed  personnel  are 
currently  SFSU  employees.  Consultants  include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 
Web  Developer  to  develop  and  maintain  a  RHORC  web  page  and  database.  The  web 
page  is  linked  to  the  Community  Health  Training  and  Development  Center's  web  page 
at  SFSU.  The  annual  RHORC  institute  will  be  held  at  San  Francisco  State's 
Conference  center.  Travel  expenses  for  RHORC  Director  and  other  staff  for  regional, 
state  and  national  travel.  Conference/Institute  expenses  ($10,000)  cover  travel  and 
other  conference/institute  expenses  for  RHORC  Consortium  members.  Consortium 
members  are  not  CCSF  employees. 
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I  RECOMMENDATION: 


RESOLVED:  That  authorization  is  hereby  given  to  accept  from  the  State 
Chancellor's  Office,  California  Connmunity  Colleges,  Educational  Services  and 
Economic  Development  Division  and  subcontract  in  the  amount  of  $160,674  with 
San  Francisco  State  University  for  activities  related  this  grant  for  the  period  July 
1,  1999  to  June  30,  2000  in  the  total  amount  not  to  exceed  $198,874,  and 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That  the  Chancellor,  Vice  Chancellor  of 
Finance  and  Administration,  and/or  their  designees  are  hereby  authorized  to 
execute  any  and  all  documents  on  behalf  of  the  district  to  effectuate  this 
resolution. 

Robert  Gabriner,  Originator 
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DATE:  December  16,  1999  B20 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

SUBJECT:     GRANTS 

Approval  of  Special  Services  Contract  with  Carolina 

Guzman 

(Resolution  No:  991216-B20) 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

The  Office  of  Contract  Education  (  Contract  Ed.)  applied  and  received  the 
Workplace  Learning  Resources  Grant  fronn  the  State  Chancellor's  Economic 
Development  Grant  Program  for  1999-2000. 

One  of  the  seven  major  objectives  of  the  Workplace  grant  is  to  provide  targeted 
sen/ices  for  private  sector  and  expand  the  workplace  educational  services  for 
employees  in  the  private  sector. 

Contract  Ed  wishes  to  retain  the  special  services  of  Carolina  Guzman  to  provide 
targeted  marketing  services  to  market  Contract  Ed's  educational  training  services.  Ms. 
Guzman  has  provided  targeted  marketing  to  the  private  sector  for  more  than  five  years. 
The  services  will  be  performed  from  November  22,  1999  to  June  30,  2000,  20  hours  per 
week,  at  the  rate  of  $30  per  hour,  for  a  total  cost  not  to  exceed  $18,600.  The  source  of 
funding  for  this  special  service  agreement  will  be  funded  by  the  Workplace  grant. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  authorization  is  hereby  given  to  contract  with  Carolina 
Guzman  to  provide  the  targeted  marketing  service  from  November  22,  1999  to 
June  30,  2000,  at  the  rate  of  $30  per  hour,  for  a  total  cost  not  to  exceed  $18,600, 
and 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That  the  Chancellor.  Vice  Chancellor  of 
Finance  and  Administration,  and/or  their  designee  are  hereby  authorized  to 
execute  any  and  all  documents  on  behalf  of  the  District  to  effectuate  this 
resolution. 

Judy  Teng,  Originator 
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DATE:  December  16,  1999  B21 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

SUBJECT:     GRANTS 

Approval  to  submit  an  application  and  appropriate  funds 

received. 

(Resolution  No.  991216-B21) 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

The  California  Community  Colleges  Chancellor's  Office  will  provide  funds  for  the 
grant,  "Focus  on  the  Future."  A  six  module  course  that  will  focus,  motivate  and  improve 
outcomes  for  students  enrolled  in  the  CCSF  Transitional  Studies  Department.  The  grant 
will  support  development  of  curriculum  that  expends  the  classroom  to  include  the  work 
place  and  community.  Instructional  strategies  will  include  work-based  learning  and  other 
experiential  and  project  based  learning  activities.  The  proposed  project  is  a  local  level 
initiative  designed  to  enhance  opportunities  for  CCSF  students  who  are  at  high  risk  of 
under-performing  and/or  dropping  out.  The  total  of  the  grant  is  $18,363. 

There  is  no  additional  space  required.  There  is  a  $37,785  in-kind  match  required 
which  will  be  provided  by  the  Transitional  Studies  Department  budget. 

Income 

California  Community  Colleges,  Chancellor's  Office  $18,363 

CCSF  In-Kind  Match  37.785 

Total  $56,148 

Expenditures 

Academic  Salaries  $11,205 

Classified  Salaries  2,850 

Employee  Benefits  1 ,028 

Supplies  and  Materials  600 

Other  Operating  Expenses  2.680 

Sub  Total  $18,363 
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In-Kind  Expenditures 

Academic  Salaries  $15,151 

Employee  Benefits  2,850 

Other  Operating  Expenses  20.000 

Sub  Total  $  37,785 

Total  Expenditures  $56,148 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  authorization  be  hereby  given  to  submit  an  application  and 
appropriate  all  funds  receivable  upon  approval  from  the  California  Community 
Colleges  Chancellor's  Office  for  the  grant  "Focus  on  the  Future"  for  the  period  of 
January  1,  2000  until  December  31,  2000  in  the  amount  not  to  exceed  $56,148 
and 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:      That  the  Chancellor,  Vice  Chancellor  of 
Finance  and  Administration  and/or  their  designees  are  hereby  authorized  to 
execute  any  and  all  documents  on  behalf  of  the  District  to  effectuate  this 
resolution. 

Robert  Gabriner,  Originator 
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DATE:  December  16.  1999  B22 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

SUBJECT:     GRANTS 

Approval  to  submit  an  application  and  appropriate  funds 

received. 

(Resolution  No.  991216-B22) 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

The  California  Community  Colleges  Chancellor's  Office  will  provide  funds  for  the 
grant,  "Modular  Biotechnological/Environmental  Chemical  Instrumentation  Courses." 
With  this  grant  the  Chemistry  and  Biology  Departments  at  CCSF  will  develop  a  program 
of  four  twelve-hour  modular  instrumentation  courses  that  would  be  offered  in  the 
evening  to  working  adults.  Each  course  will  have  a  website  containing  pictures, 
diagrams,  and  streaming  video  of  laboratory  procedures.  E-mail,  an  electronic  bulletin 
board,  and  real-time  chat  will  be  used  to  facilitate  communication  within  the  class 
outside  of  class  meeting  times.  The  total  of  the  grant  is  $24,288. 

There  is  no  additional  space  required.  There  is  a  $4,300  in-kind  match  required 
which  will  be  provided  within  the  budget  of  the  School  of  Math  and  Science.  The  in-kind 
match  will  be  used  to  purchase  chemical  supplies  and  a  computer  which  the  grant 
money  cannot  be  used  for. 

Income 


California  Community  Colleges,  Chancellor's  Office  $24,288 

CCSF  In-Kind  Match  4.300 

Total  $  28,588 

Expenditures 

Academic  Salaries  $18,338 

Employee  Benefits  1,650 

Supplies  and  Materials  1,200 

Capital  Outlay  2,300 

Indirect  Cost  800 

Total    Expenditures  $24,288 

CCSF  In-Kind  Match  4300 

SubTotal  $28,588 
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RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  authorization  be  given  to  submit  an  application  and 
appropriate  all  funds  receivable  upon  approval  from  the  California  Community 
Colleges  Chancellor's  Office  for  the  grant  "Modular 
Biotechnological/Environmental  Chemical  Instrumentation  Courses"  for  the 
period  of  January  1 ,  2000  until  December  31 ,  2000  in  the  amount  not  to  exceed 
$28,588,  and 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:      That  the  Chancellor,  Vice  Chancellor  of 
Finance  and  Administration  and/or  their  designees  are  hereby  authorized  to 
execute  any  and  all  documents  on  behalf  of  the  District  to  effectuate  this 
resolution 

Robert  Gabriner,  Originator 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 


December  16,  1999  C1 

Board  of  Trustees 

Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject:    EQUIPMENT,  SUPPLIES  &  SERVICES 
Procurement  of  Equipment,  Supplies, 
Services,  Etc.,  less  than  $3,000 
(Resolution  No.  991216-C1) 


BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

Listed  below  is  a  summary  of  purchases  for  equipment,  supplies, 
and  services  in  individual  amounts  of  less  than  $3,000.  Investigation  indicates 
that  they  are  necessary  for  the  support  of  District  operations,  and  therefore  are 
recommended  for  approval  by  the  Board  of  Trustees.  It  is  certified  that  the  items 
summarized  below  are  in  accord  with  the  Board  of  Trustees  policy  and  that  funds 
are  available  to  cover  payment 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  approval  be  and  is  hereby  given  for  the  procurement 
of  the  equipment,  supplies,  services,  etc.,  totaling  $  322,991.33  individual 
amounts  of  less  than  $3,000  not  heretofore  approved  as  summarized  and 
detailed  below: 


Direct  Payments 
Purchase  Orders 
Travel/Mileage 
GRAND  TOTAL: 


$    39,904.75 
245,385.06 
37.701.52 
$322,991.33 


James  Kendrix,  Originator 
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Date: 

To: 

From: 


December  16,  1999 

Board  of  Trustees 

Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject:     EQUIPMENT,  SUPPLIES  &  SERVICES 
Procurement  of  Equipment,  Supplies  , 
Services,  Etc.,  more  than  $3,000 
(Resolution  No.  991216-C2) 


C2 


BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

The  following  departmental  requests  for  the  purchase  of  supplies, 
equipment,  and  services  have  been  received.  Investigation  indicates  that  they 
are  necessary  for  the  support  of  District  operations,  and  therefore  are 
recommended  for  approval  by  the  Board  of  Trustees.  It  is  certified  that  the  items 
summarized  below  are  in  accord  with  the  Board  of  Trustees  policy  and  that  funds 
are  available  to  cover  payment. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:    That  approval  be  and  is  hereby  given  for  the 
procurement  of  the  equipment,  supplies,  services,  as  detailed  in  Attachment  "A". 


GRAND  TOTAL: 


$3,062,248.66 


James  Kendrix,  Originator 
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DATE:  December  16.  1999  C3 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject:        GRANTS 

Acceptance  of  Gifts 
Resolution  No.  99121 6-C3 

BACKGROUND  INFORIVIATJON: 

SFCCD  Policy  Manual  Section  8.08  Acceptance  of  Gifts  provides  that  (1) 
motor  vehicles,  (2)  aircraft,  (3)  cash  exceeding  $250,  (4)  securities,  (5)  precious 
stones,  (6)  precious  metals,  (7)  goods  other  than  (1)  or  (2)  above  with  a  market 
value  exceeding  $1,500,  be  accepted  by  the  SFCCD  only  by  resolution  of  the 
Board  of  Trustees. 

From  time  to  time  an  item  is  offered  as  a  gift  to  the  SFCCD  to  be 
used  for  educational  purposes. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

WHEREAS:  the  SFCCD  has  been  tendered  the  gifts  detailed  in 
Attachment  A; 

WHEREAS:  Frances  Lee,  Vice  Chancellor  of  Academic  Affairs,  declares 
that  these  gifts  will  enhance  the  instructional  program  of  the  San 
Francisco  Community  College  District; 

RESOLVED:  That  the  Chancellor,  Vice  Chancellor  of  Finance  and 
Administration  and/or  their  designees,  are  hereby  authorized  to  accept  the 
gifts  listed  on  Attachment  A  for  and  in  the  name  of  the  San  Francisco 
Community  College  District; 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That  upon  transfer  of  legal  title  of  these 
gifts  described  in  Attachment  A,  the  Secretary  of  the  SFCCD  Board  of 
Trustees  is  directed  to  notify  the  donors  of  acceptance  of  the  gifts  by  the 
governing  board. 
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CITY  COLLEGE  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

so  PHELAN  AVENUE  •  SAN   FRANCISCO,  CA  941  12  •  415.  239.3000 


DATE:  December  16,  1999  F1 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject:  Human  Resources 

Extending  Interim  Appointment 
Non-Educational  Academic  Administrator 
(Resolution  No.  991216  -  F1) 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

Resolution  No.  991216  -  F1  extends  an  interim  non-educational  academic 
administrative  appointment.  Board  of  Trustees'  approval  is  required. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  effective  January  1 ,  2000  through  June  30,  2000,  or 
until  a  permanent  dean  is  hired,  whichever  occurs  first,  Mamie  How's 
appointment  as  Interim  Director  Information  Technology  Services  (Office  of  the 
Vice  Chancellor  of  Finance  and  Administration)  be  extended.  Salary  shall  be  in 
accordance  with  the  1999/2000  Management  Salary  Schedule  Classification  C, 
Dean  I  I/Director. 

Clara  Starr,  Originator 

12/16/99  -  F1  Pagel 


BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 

LAWRENCE  WONG,  PRESIDENT    •     DR.  ANITA  GRIER,  VICE  PRESIDENT    •     DR.  NATALIE  BERG 

ROBERT  E.  BURTON     •     JAMES  HASKELL  MAYO,  II.     •     RODEL  E.  RODIS     •     ROBERT  P.  VARNI 

DR.  PHILIP  R.  DAY,  JR.,  CHANCELLOR 
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CITY  COLLEGE  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

50  PHELAN  AVENUE  •  SAN   FRANCISCO,  CA  941  12  •  415.  239.3000 


DATE:  December  16.  1999  F2 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject:  Human  Resources 

Special  Administrative  Assignment 

Interim  Educational  Academic  Administrator 

(Resolution  No.  991216 -F2) 


BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

Resolution  No.  991216-F2  extends  a  special  interim  educational 
academic  administrative  appointment.  Board  of  Trustees'  approval  is  required. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  effective  retroactive  to  December  1,  1999  through 
June  30,  2000,  or  until  a  permanent  dean  is  hired,  whichever  occurs  first,  Jorge 
Bell's  appointment  as  Interim  Dean,  Financial  Aid  Services  (Office  of  the  Vice 
Chancellor,  Student  Development)  be  extended.  Salary  shall  be  in  accordance 
with  the  1999/2000  Management  Salary  Schedule  Classification  C,  Dean 
I  I/Director. 

Clara  Starr,  Originator 

12/16/99  -  F2  pagel 


BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 
LAWRENCE  WONG,  PRESIDENT    •     DR.  ANITA  GRIER,  VICE  PRESIDENT 
ROBERT  E.  BURTON     •     JAMES  HASKELL  MAYO,  II.     •     RODEL  E.  RODIS 
DR.  PHILIP  R.  DAY,  JR.,  CHANCELLOR 
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CITY  COLLEGE  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

50  PHELAN  AVENUE  •  SAN   FRANCISCO,  CA  941  12  •  415.  239.3000 


DATE:  December  16,  1999 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject:  Human  Resources 
Interim  Appointment 
Educational  Academic  Administrator 
(Resolution  No.  991216-F3) 


F3 


BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

Resolution  No.  991216-F3  extends  an  interim  educational  academic 
administrative  appointment.  Board  of  Trustees'  approval  is  required. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  effective  December  31,  1999  through  June  30,  2000, 
or  until  a  permanent  dean  is  hired,  whichever  occurs  first,  MaryLou  Leyba- 
Frank's  appointment  as  Interim  Associate  Dean,  Admissions  and  Records 
(Noncredit)  (Office  of  the  Vice  Chancellor  Student  Development)  be  extended. 
Salary  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  1999/2000  Management  Salary  Schedule 
Classification  B,  Dean  I/Associate  Director. 

Clara  Starr,  Originator 

12/16/99  -  F3page1 


BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 

LAWRENCE  WONG,  PRESIDENT    .     DR.  ANITA  GRIER,  VICE  PRESIDENT     •     DR.  NATALIE  BERG 

ROBERT  E.  BURTON     •     JAMES  HASKELL  MAYO,  II.     •     RODEL  E.  RODIS     •     ROBERT  P.  VARNI 

DR.  PHILIP  R.  DAY,  JR.,  CHANCELLOR 
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CITY  COLLEGE  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

50  PHELAN  AVENUE  •  SAN   FRANCISCO,  CA  94  It  2  •  415.  239.3000 


Date:  December  16,  1999  F4 

To:  Board  of  Trustees 

From:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject:  Human  Resources 

Extending  Interim  Appointment 
Educational  Academic  Appointment 
(Resolution  No.  991216  -  F4) 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

Resolution  No.  991216  -  F4  extends  an  interim  educational  academic 
appointment.  Board  of  Trustees'  approval  is  required. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  effective  January  1,  2000  through  June  30,  2000,  or 
until  a  permanent  dean  is  hired,  whichever  occurs  first,  Juanita  L.  Owens' 
appointment  as  Interim  Dean  of  Counseling  and  Special  Support  Services  (Office 
of  VC  Student  Development)  be  extended.  Salary  shall  be  in  accordance  with 
the  1999/2000  Management  Salary  Schedule  Classification  C.  Dean  I  I/Director. 

Clara  Starr,  Originator 

12/16/99  -     F4  pagel 


BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 
LAWRENCE  WONG,  PRESIDENT    •     DR.  ANITA  GRIER,  VICE  PRESIDENT 
ROBERT  E.  BURTON     •     JAMES  HASKELL  MAYO,  II.     •     RODEL  E.  RODIS 
DR.  PHILIP  R.  DAY.  JR..  CHANCELLOR 


DR.  NATALIE  BERG 
ROBERT  P.  VARNI 


52 


i 


CITY 


COLLEGE 

OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


CITY  COLLEGE  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

50  PHELAN  AVENUE  •  SAN    FRANCISCO,  CA  941  12  •  415.  239.3000 


Date: 


To: 


December  16, 1999 
Board  of  Trustees 


F5 


From:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject:  Human  Resources 
Appointment 

Non-Educational  Academic  Administrator 
(Resolution  No.  991216  -  F5) 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

Resolution  No.  991216  -  F5  covers  a  non-educational  academic 
administrative  appointment  for  the  Special  Assistant  to  the  Chancellor  for 
Govemmental  Affairs  (Office  of  the  Chancellor).  Board  of  Trustees'  approval  is 
required. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  effective  December  20, 1999,  Leslie  Smith,  be 
appointed  as  Special  Assistant  to  the  Chancellor  for  Governmental  Affairs  (Office 
of  the  Chancellor).  Salary  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  1999-2000 
Management  Salary  Schedule  Classification  C,  Dean  I  I/Director. 

Clara  Starr,  Originator 

12/16/99  -  F5  page1 
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BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 
LAWRENCE  WONG,  PRESIDENT     •     DR.  ANITA  GRIER,  VICE  PRESIDENT 
ROBERT  E.   BURTON     •     JAMES   HASKELL  MAYO,  II.     •      RODEL  E.   RODIS 
DR.   PHILIP  R.   DAY,  JR.,  CHANCELLOR 


DR.   NATALIE  BERG 
ROBERT  P.  VARNI 
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50  PHELAN  AVENUE   •  SAN    FRANCISCO,  CA  94  1  1  2  •  4  I  5.  239.3000 


G1-G7 


DATE: 


December   16,    1999 


TO: 


Board  of  Trustees 


FROM: 


Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 


Subject:  Academic  Employees 

Credit  Program/Non-Credit  Progrcun 
District  Funded 
City  College  of  San  Francisco 
(Resolutions   991216-61-67) 


^ 


BACK6R0UND  INFORMATION: 

These  resolutions  cover  district  funded  academic 
employees  appointments  and/or  other  related  personnel 
transactions.   Unless  otherwise  indicated  in  the  resolution, 
appointments  are  classified  as  temporary.   Board  of  Trustees 
approval  is  required. 

The  following  resolutions  are  recommended  for  adoption. 


Clara  Starr,  Originator 
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BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 
LAWRENCE  WONG,   PRESIDENT     •      DR.  AN  ITA  GR  I  ER,  VICE   PRESIDENT 
ROBERT  E.   BURTON     •     JAMES  HASKELL  MAYO,  II.      •      RODELE.   RODIS 
DR.   PHILIP  R.   DAY,  JR.,  CHANCELLOR 


DR.   NATALIE   BERG 
ROBERT  P.   VARNI 
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RESOLUTION  99 1 2I6-G1 


TEMPORARY  HOURLY  ASSIGNMENTS  -  ACADEMIC 
EMPLOYEES:  General  Fund,  Unrestricted 


RESOLVED:  That  the  following  named  persons  be  appointed  to  temporary  part-time  academic  assignments  for  the  semester  and 
department  shown.  Employment  is  contingent  upon  adequate  class  enrollment,  possession  of  applicable  minimum  qualifications 
and/or  applicable  credential,  tuberculosis  clearance,  assignment  availability  under  Article  13-1  of  the  AFT  contract  and  completion 
of  all  District  documents  necessary  to  establish  eligibility  for  appointment.  Salary  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  appropriate 
instructional/non  instructional  rates  as  provided  by  Article  20  of  the  AFT  contract.  Total  assignments  for  temporary  part-time 
academic  employees  shall  not  exceed  60%  of  the  hours  per  week  considered  a  full-time  assignment  for  regular  employees  having 
comparable  duties.  Total  overload/extra  pay  assignments  for  full-time  academic  employees  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the 
relevant  provisions  of  the  appropriate  bargaining  contracts  and  the  City  College  of  San  Francisco  Faculty  Handbook. 


4 


FALL  1999 


(+:  Full-time  overload/extra  pay) 
(*:  New  hourly  academic  employee) 


Name 

Department 

PiYision 

+      Amsler,  Mary 

English 

Credit 

Bosson,  Monica  N. 

English 

Credit 

Garment,  Monique  M 

Licensed  Vocational  Nursing 

Credit 

Carrasco,  Ernest  S 

Apprenticeship 

NonCredit 

Charlton,  Kathleen  N 

Health  Care  Technology 

NonCredit 

+     Chavaria,  Frederick  R 

Administration  of  Justice 

Credit 

Elliott,  Barbara  B 

Licensed  Vocational  Nursing 

Credit 

Elliott,  Barbara  B 

Licensed  Vocational  Nursing 

NonCredit 

+     Fried-Lee,  Lauri 

Accreditation 

Credit 

+      Gilbert,  Quince 

Bus/Office  Tech/Small  Bus 

NonCredit 

Glosser,  Frederick  C 

Human  Resources 

NonCredit 

+     Hom,  Grace 

Counseling 

Credit 

Ingersoll,  Francis 

Health  Science 

NonCredit 

-t-     Inman,  Judith  A 

Licensed  Vocational  Nursing 

Credit 

+     Jew,  Carl 

Counseling 

Credit 

Johnson,  Ronald  Lee 

English 

Credit 

+     Johnson,  Rosemary 

Counseling 

NonCredit 

Lum,  Linette 

Bus/Office  Tech/Small  Bus 

Credit 

Miller,  Eric  S 

Journeyman-Training 

NonCredit 

Mostasisa,  Theresa  M. 

Licensed  Vocational  Nursing 

Credit 

Murphy,  Harriet  G. 

Health  Care  Technology 

Credit 

Neranchi,  George  A 

Bus/Office  Tech/Small  Bus 

NonCredit 

Perry,  John  Hampton 

English 

Credit 

+      Rule,  Ann  P 

Computer  &  Information  Science 

Credit 

+     Skolnick,  Julian 

Bus/Office  Tech/Small  Bus 

NonCredit 

Stevens,  Rudolf  J 

Apprenticeship 

NonCredit 

+     Torres,  Chita 

Licensed  Vocational  Nursing 

Credit 

Valiente,  Herving 

Counseling 

Credit 

White,  Laura  T. 

Environmental  Hort  &  Floristy 

Credit 

+      Woodard,  Patsy  A 

Licen.sed  Vocational  Nursing 

Credit 

Zimberoff,  Tom  D. 

Photography 

Credit 

\ 


Gl  hall  J  999:  31 


G1-G7 
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RESOLUTION  99 1 2 1 6-G 1 


TEMPORARY  HOURLY  ASSIGhfMENTS  -  ACADEMIC 
EMPLOYEES:  General  Fund,  Unrestricted 


SPRING  2000 

(+:  Full-time  overload/extra  pay) 
(*:  New  hourly  academic  employee) 

Name 

Department 

Division 

Alioto,  Darlene 

Social  Science 

Credit 

Badler,  Randolph 

Behavioral  Science 

Credit 

Beales,  Marcia 

Graphic  Communications 

Credit 

Begonia,  Danilo 

Behavioral  Science 

Credit 

Bell,  Loren 

English 

Credit 

Bivens,  Gerald 

Graphic  Communications 

Credit 

Block,  Angela 

Behavioral  Science 

Credit 

Bosson,  Monica 

English 

Credit 

Boufis,  Christina 

English 

Credit 

Brown,  Jessica 

English 

Credit 

Bunting,  Fred 

Graphic  Communication 

Credit 

Burke,  Timothy 

Behavioral  Science 

Credit 

Campbell,  Donald 

Social  Science 

Credit 

Carpenter,  Willard 

Social  Science 

Credit 

Clark,  Robert 

Behavioral  Science 

Credit 

Collins,  John 

English 

Credit 

Colson,  Michael 

English 

Credit 

Contreras,  Anthony 

Social  Science 

Credit 

Cook,  Kevin 

English 

Credit 

Cordova,  Carlos 

Behavioral  Science 

Credit 

Cunningham,  Donald 

English 

Credit 

Denney,  Stphanie 

English 

Credit 

Dennis,  John 

Social  Science 

Credit 

Dolson,  Patricia 

Social  Science 

Credit 

Dulmon,  Mac 

English 

Credit 

Dvorson,  Betty 

English 

Credit 

Fong,  Bryant 

Health  Science 

Credit 

Frahm,  Janene 

English 

Credit 

Fregly,  Carol 

English 

Credit 

Friend,  Nicholas 

Graphic  Communication 

Credit 

Gibson,  Susan 

English 

Credit 

Goldberg,  Janet 

English 

Credit 

Goldthorpe,  Jeffery 

English 

Credit 

Greger,  Christopher 

English 

Credit 

Gurney.  Robert 

Behavioral  Science 

Credit 

Hansen,  Carol 

English 

Credit 

Harb,  Kamel 

Health  Science 

Credit 

Harris,  Theresa 

Health  Science 

Credit 

Homer,  Suzanne 

Social  Science 

Credit 

Houghton,  Shawn 

Health  Science 

Credit 

Howitt,  Victoria  Linn 

English 

Credit 

Huizinga,  Paul  J 

Instructional  Computing  Lab 

Credit 

Hung,  Chun-Hoi 

Instructional  Computing  Lab 

Credit 

Johnson,  Ronald  Lee 

English 

Credit 

Kelch,  Sandra  J 

Graphic  Communication 

Credit 

G1-G7 
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RESOLUTION  991 2 16-G I 


TEMPORARY  HOURLY  ASSIGNMENTTS  -  ACADEMIC 
EMPLOYEES:  General  Fund,  Unrestricted 


Kennedy,  Matthew 
King,  Jo  Liana 
+      Kleinman,  Craig  Ira 
Kreplin,  Karl  W 
Landau,  Gregory  P 
Landes,  David  Lamont 
Lenetaki,  Sophia 
Liou, Joyce  L. 
Loo,  Josephine  S 
Louie,  Margaret  L 
Lutz,  Robert  Walter 
Mahaney,  Ruth  Ann 
+     Mathes,  Valerie  L 

Mccormick,  John  B 
+     Mireles,  Enrique 
Montesano,  Philip 
Moon,  Spencer 
Moore,  Madeline  R. 
Morel,  Renee  C 
Moseley,  Grendl  A 
Nakaji,  Diane 
+      Nance,  Glenn  R 
+     Nelson-Lundy,  Jessica 
+      Nickliss,  Alexandra 
Nishikawa,  Tomoji 
N/.ewi,  Esther  N. 
Ogbu,  Marcellina  Ada 
+     Padua, Joseph  H 
Raznick,  Leonard 
Resus,  Araceli 
Richards,  Johnetta  G 
Riggs,  Charles  J 
Rittenhouse,  Amanda  A 
+      Rivera,  Eloise  W 
Roberts,  Judith  Ann 
Rosenbaum,  Leanna  L 
Rosenberg,  Jerrold 
Russo,  Cathy  E 
Sardalla,  Caspar  L 
Sardalla,  Caspar  L 
+     Sauve,  James  D 
Schueller,  Andreas  F 
Schulz,  Henry  William 
Shirk,  George  Richard 
Soller,  Robert  S 
Sowerby,  David  F 
Spears,  David  H 
Stevenson,  David  R 
Strausberg,  Betsy  Ruth 
Swann,  Eugene 
Texson-Foli,  Henry  T 


Behavioral  Sciences 

Credit 

Graphic  Communication 

Credit 

English 

Credit 

Behavioral  Sciences 

Credit 

Social  Science 

Credit 

Social  Science 

Credit 

Foreign  Languages 

Credit 

Foreign  Languages 

Credit 

Interdisciplinary  Studies 

Credit 

Behavioral  Sciences 

Credit 

Behavioral  Sciences 

Credit 

Social  Science 

Credit 

Social  Science 

Credit 

Graphic  Communication 

Credit 

Counseling 

Credit 

Social  Science 

Credit 

African-American  Studies 

Credit 

English 

Credit 

Behavioral  Sciences 

Credit 

Graphic  Communication 

Credit 

Behavioral  Sciences 

Credit 

Social  Science 

Credit 

English 

Credit 

Social  Science 

Credit 

Behavioral  Sciences 

Credit 

Behavioral  Sciences 

Credit 

Health  Science 

Credit 

Mathematics 

Credit 

Social  Science 

Credit 

Interdisciplinary  Studies 

Credit 

African-American  Studies 

Credit 

English 

Credit 

Health  Science 

Credit 

Behavioral  Sciences 

Credit 

Behavioral  Sciences 

Credit 

Instructional  Computing  Lab 

Credit 

Social  Science 

Credit 

Health  Science 

Credit 

Social  Science 

Credit 

Interdisciplinary  Studies 

Credit 

English 

Credit 

Graphic  Communication 

Credit 

Behavioral  Sciences 

Credit 

Journalism 

Credit 

English 

Credit 

Behavioral  Sciences 

Credit 

English 

Credit 

Graphic  Communication 

Credit 

Health  Science 

Credit 

Social  Science 

Credit 

Social  Science 

Credit 

G1-G7 
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RESOLUTION  99121 6-Gl 


TEMPORARY  HOURLY  ASSIGNfMENTS  -  ACADEMIC 
EMPLOYEES:  General  Fund,  Unrestricted 


Thirtyacre,  Tara  Anne 

English 

Credit 

Thomas,  William  Albert 

African- American  Studies 

Credit 

Thompson,  Eric  Gregory 

English 

Credit 

Tsui,  Philip  S 

Behavioral  Sciences 

Credit 

Voelkel,  Lisa  Jane 

Social  Science 

Credit 

Walkup,  Kathleen  Ann 

Graphic  Communication 

Credit 

Wall,  Ellen  H 

English 

Credit 

Waugh,  Sandra 

English 

Credit 

Webb,  Rachel 

English 

Credit 

White,  Austin 

Social  Science 

Credit 

Whitehead,  John 

Social  Science 

Credit 

Wick,  Corinne  S 

English 

Credit 

Williams,  Kevin  J 

Interdisciplinary  Studies 

Credit 

Williams,  Wendy  Lee 

Social  Science 

Credit 

Withycombe,  Amber  E. 

Graphic  Communication 

Credit 

Woods,  Anthony  D 

English 

Credit 

2^hedi,  Shaye  Z 

Interdisciplinary  Studies 

Credit 

Zendejas,  Salvador 

Social  Science 

Credit 

Zimmerman,  Susan  Louis 

English 

Credit 

ZIotnick,  Jan  F 

Health  Science 

Credit 

Zone,  Stephanie  Ann 

Behavioral  Sciences 

Credit 

Gl  SPRING  2000:  117 
Total  ford:  148 
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RESOLUTION  99 I216-G2 


TEMPORARY  HOURLY  ASSIGNMENTS  -  ACADEMIC 
EMPLOYEES:  General  Fund,  Restricted 


RESOLVED:  That  the  following  named  persons  be  appointed  to  temporary  part-time  academic  assignments  for  the  semester, 
department  and  restricted  program  shown.  Employment  is  contingent  upon  funds  available  in  the  applicable  restricted  program. 
Employment  is  contingent  upon  adequate  class  enrollment,  possession  of  applicable  minimum  qualifications  and/or  applicable 
credential,  tuberculosis  clearance,  assignment  availability  under  Article  13-1  of  the  AFT  contract  and  completion  of  all  District 
documents  necessary  to  establish  eligibility  for  appointment.  Salary  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  appropriate  instructional/non- 
instructional  rates  as  provided  by  Article  20  of  the  AFT  contract.  Total  assignments  for  temporary  part-time  academic  employees 
shall  not  exceed  60%  of  the  hours  per  week  considered  a  full-time  a.ssignment  for  regular  employees  having  comparable  duties. 
Total  overload/extra  pay  assignments  for  full-time  academic  employees  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  relevant  provisions  of  the 
appropriate  bargaining  contracts  and  the  City  College  of  San  Francisco  Faculty  Handbook. 


i 


FALL  1999 

(+:  Full-time  overload 

'extra  pay) 

(*:  New  hourly  academic  employee) 

Name 

Department 

Grant 

Division 

+      Bell,  Loren 

Matriculation 

Matriculation 

-Cred  199-00 

Credit 

+      Berkov,  Kathleen  M 

English  As  a  Second  Language 

Matriculation 

-  NC  9>>-00 

NonCredit 

+      Brown,  Eleanor  R 

Matriculation 

Matriculation 

-  Credit  99-00 

Credit 

+      Sparks,  Jack  D. 

Matriculation 

Matriculation 

-  Credit  99-00 

Credit 

+     Spears,  Deanne  K 

Matriculation 

Matriculation 

-  Credit  99-00 

Credit 

+     Tragardh,  Thomas 

Matriculation 

Matriculation 

-  Credit  99-00 

Credit 

+     Webb,  Rachel 

Matriculation 

Matriculation 

-  Credit  99-00 

Credit 

-h      Wilson,  Joan 

Matriculation 

Matriculation 

-  Credit  99-00 

Credit 

G2  Fall  1999.  H 

i 


SPRING  2000 


Name 


(+:  Full-time  overload/extra  pay) 
(♦:  New  hourly  academic  employee) 

Department 


.GlflnL 


Division 


+  Chong-Delon,  Patty  P 

+  O'Hare,  Melanie  B 

+  Obenchain,  Cynthia 

+  Roberts,  Laurie 

+  Shoaf,  William  A 


Total  Records:       161 


Counseling 

Matriculation 

Counseling 

Matriculation 

Matriculation 


Matriculation  -  Credit  99-00 
Matriculation  -  Credit  99-00 
Matriculation  -  Credit  99-00 
Matriculation  -  Credit  99-00 
Matriculation  -  Credit  99-00 


Credit 
Credit 
Credit 
Credit 
Credit 

G2  Sprirtf!  2000:  5 
Total  for  G2:  13 


(* 


G1-G7 
Page  6  of  18 
12/16/99 


59 


I 


<D    O)  O 
^  JO  O 


CO 


Tl 
> 

D 

c 

> 
p 

c 
m 


■n 

o 

z 

:;:• 

30 

z 

> 

mtm 

O 

> 

S 

3 

S 

z 
o 

m 

S 

m 

fil 

1 

^ 

-n  CO 

I  "^ 


w 

o 


o 

33 


CD 
33 
O 


o 

33 


■n 

o 

z 

H 

■n  CO 

33 

z 

> 

(D 

C    CO 

O 

>2 

z  m 
o 

3 

D 

o 

1216-G3 
ll-Time 

m 

D) 

■n 
m 

33 


> 


11 

(D 


I 


13  C 
H  -D 

CO  s^ 

O  CO 
CO 

o 
■►. 

CO 
tV3 


o 
O 

CO 

cn  cji 


\ 


r- 

O 
m 

0)    » 

3  S 

S 

■D 

(D    r/5 

CO 

(D 

8 

0) 

> 

31 

H 

m 

z 

OLVED:  T 

ided  in  part 

-^ 

O 

^   IT 

-D 

> 

O    0) 

3- 
(D 

0) 

3 

C 
CO 

Resolutioi 
show  the  f 

Full- 
(Lon 

CO 

o  ^ 

s 

991028- 
lowing: 

Time 
g-Tei 

H 
C 
CO 

c  m 

U 

cb3 

m 

CO  CO 

"D 

fO  ^ 

|— 

O  c_ 

> 

^  0) 

O 

^  ^ 

m 

CO^ 

ro  Tl 
1 

m 

0>  CO 

z 

-*•  CO 

H 

o 

Tl 

1 

o 

O 

33 

-* 

m 

d^ 

■n 

o 

■n 

go 

m 

CO 

O 

CO 

-\ 

1 

< 

io 

m 

i\5 

§ 

CO 
CO 

m 

CO 

Tl 

c 

T" 

H 
3 

CD 

H 
o 

3 
■o 
o 

0) 

o 

I 

CD 


(A 

C 
CT 
CO 


CD 
V) 

oT 
o 

c 


CT 
(D 


0) 

CO 

CD 

i 

o" 

(D 
to 

"D 

(D 

0) 

3 


b  E 
cSh 

(D    (D 

II 
II 

^.    Q) 

CD 


71  c 

CO  -0 

CO  -n 

CO  v-' 

CO  V 

CO  CO 

CO 

^^ 
o 


to 

CO 


to 
o 

O 


c 

3 

Ol 

CD 
N 

to 

o 

o 

O 

. 

IT 

. 

(D 

to 

3 

o 

.,0-m^ 

1 

c:) 

-n 

o 

CO 

—^ 

CO 

o 

o 


o 
go 

CO 
(D 
I 

IV) 

!^ 

(O 


CO 
CO 

to 
o 


l- 

O 

CT 

m 

S 

■D 

^ 

> 
33 

CO 

H 

(D 

S 

5 

m 

o' 

z 

(D 

:H 

(0 

C5 

T3 

> 

3" 

S 

(D 

■D 

0) 

c 

3 

CO 

-P? 
O    — 

CO 

H 

3    T 

> 

(Q    H 

H 

CD    CD 

C 
CO 

-» 

3  H 

(D 

mporary 
Substitut 

^ 

cc  5" 

33 

"D  (is  CD 

m 

3  w  "^ 

■D 

X  to  o 

f- 

cb?o 
CO  -i.  5^ 

> 
o 

to  ^  2 

m 

9  ?  ^ 

S 

T^    '     Tl 

m 

*;  Oi     1 

z 

^  r"  CO 

H 

to  to  CO 

■n 
O 

33 

o 

6 

CO 

"vl  to 

In  ii. 

cn  c;i 

0^  o^ 

O 

Tl 

m 

cB 

O 

CO 

H 

1 

< 

s 

m 

to 
o 

> 

CO 
CO 

H 

m 

CO 

m 


0) 

c 

O" 
0) 


(D 
CO 


<D 


60 


^  ;:t  o 
<Q  ^  z^ 

CD  en  o 

00  CO  Q 
CD  -^ 

o 


00 


en 
r- 
< 

> 


> 

z 
c 
m 


o 

CO 
CO 


O 
> 

m 
m 
p 

O 

03 

m 

D 
H 


< 

o 
o 
> 


c 

J3 
CO 

z 
o 


13 

I 

o 

H 

o 
o 

33 
> 
"0 

I 
-< 


m 
O 

z 
o 


z 

m 

■o 

3' 

CO 

N3 
O 
O 
O 

O 


> 

> 

Z 

C/3 

H 
C 
D 

m 

c/3 


Tl 

> 


o 
m 


> 

03 
03 
> 

> 
03 
D 
C        '*' 

03       -° 

■^         5- 
|-       CO 


z 

^ 

(/> 

O 

> 

(O 

•i^ 

IT 

2 
m 

5' 

ro 

3 

O 

o 

a 

<D 

o 

(A 

-n 

o 

O 

3 

a  CO 
<D  5 

2  to 

^   C3) 
3    Ol 


(Q 

N) 
O 
O 
O 

O 


o 
o 
o 

o 


z      > 

m 

DO 

g 

c/3 
O 

"0 


i^    > 


> 

3J 

CA) 

H 
C 

g 

m 
c/3 


m 

o 
> 


o 
m 

13 

> 

H 

m 


c/3 

H 
C 

g 

m 
en 


.(:» 

CO 

-^ 

ro 

M 

en 

— i. 

00 

-si 

00 

en 
en 

00 

en 
en 

b 
o 

b 
o 

b 
o 

b 
o 

b 
o 

f\3 


cn 


CJi 


cn 

H 
-0 

m 
z 
o 


c« 

H 

m 
-a 


^  ?  30 
Q-5J  m 
"o  _.  O) 

O    CD  O 

'   CO  r- 

S    CD  < 

(D  N)  m 

-§° 

(D    W    tt 
CD    <D 

5  9 


Cfl 

CO 
(D 


CD    IT  q- 
0) 

3 

CD 
Q. 

W) 

C 


CD 

CD 
CO 
XJ 
O 

D 
CO 


1^ 

CO    o 

^55 

D)  CT 

=  CD 

C  0) 

CD  CO 

^  CO 

5"  CO" 
CD  ^ 

CO    CD 

■^-  '^ 

la 

Q.   9: 


0) 

3 
o 

c 
3 


(D 
CO 

Q.  o 


o 


CO 


0)    Sii 

CD  5; 
Ci  5- 

of 

f  ^ 

CD    :2 

o  <Q 

D)  ^ 
Q.  IT 
CD    CD 

3  > 


-n 
> 

O 
C 
I 
> 
30 

m 

z 
z 

•n 
m 

DO 


o 


r- 

0 

CT 

m 

S 

-0 

«^ 

> 
3 

cn 

H 

CD 

S 

5 

m 

0 

z 

CD 

H 

CO 

0 

"0 

> 

3- 

S 

CD 

13 

a> 

C 

D 

03 

Full- 
(Lon 

03 

H 
> 

CQ    H 

H 

i<3 

CD    (D 

C 
03 

-1 

35* 

mporary 
Substitut 

^ 

-n  c  c  m 

DD 

Imer  Ja 
-5120-1 
PFX-93 
S9999 

m 

f- 

> 
0 

w  ^  => 

m 

0  ro--; 
j^cp-n 

m 

-^  CJ)  CO 

z 

ro  0  CD 

— 1 

CD  -*  ' — 

0-C 
-612 

Tl 
0 

0 

o 


0 

-n 

go 

m 

^ 

0 

CO 

H 

1 

< 

S 

m 

ro 

0 
> 

CO 

-H 

CD 

m 

03 

m 


H 

■n 

CO 

0 

c 

CO 

3 

— *• 

0 
0 

H 

ro 

3' 

03 

2 

fl) 

6 

0 

3 

61 


I 


<I>   Oi  o 

<o  JO  o 

CO  -^ 

o 


00 


Od  Od  Dd  O  DO  >  > 

O     ja     P     P     W   ^     C 

.    O     ' 
<    -      OQ 

3 


OQ   »^ 

3    ' 
5  *< 


£-  5 


p 


3 
3 


c 


3 

C2 


VO 


v£) 


^ 


00 


oo 


\ 


\o         ►— 


ON   -J 


\ 


> 

c 
c 


P 

B 

CD 
O 

3 
a* 


> 

O 


o 
w 

o 

00 


>  CO 

a  o) 
I  q 


O 


o  2 

5  c/> 

(D    O 

z!.  m 

as 

(Q  m 

C  »• 

CO  -1 

'■*  (D 

to  CO 

03  O 
"      C 

SI 

o  ^ 


o 

00 

ro 


45^ 


D 

CD 
O 
CD 

3 

^    > 

IV)  CL 

-J.  ^ 

o3 

CO  o' 

-    m 
cr  3 

0)    o 

3  '<■ 
o  <P 

CI 
Q.  CD 

I' 

T3    o 
0)    ^ 

^^ 

O    < 


CD 
CO 


O 
CQ 


CD 

> 
CO 
CO 

cq' 

3 

CD 
CO 


P  H  > 
S^  N  ^ 

?;>  o 


CO 

H 
> 

C 

> 

Z 
H 


10  > 

O>co 

;;!-■<> 

00  m  CO 

33  ro  c 
m  >  o 
'"z  m 

ro 

CO 

m 

X 

c 
> 

r- 
co 

H 
C 

g 
m 

CO 


*i.  ro  ro 
"o  00  'u^ 

^  CJl  ^ 

4^  c^  en 

bob 
000 


*».  01   4i«> 


O 

> 
z 
o 
m 

11 
3 
O 


0 

> 

i 

3 
a 

3 

CO 
CO 

(D 

ro 

0) 
0 

05 

1 

c 

Q 

0 

3 

c^s 

3 

;^  >o 


CO 

c 

> 

Z 


O>co 

33  ro  c 
m  >  D 

'"zm 

poCO 

ro 

CO 

m 

X 

c 
> 

r— 

CO 

H 
C 
D 

m 

CO 


4i.  ro  ro 

b  00  ui 
4^  en  ^ 
^  en  en 

'o  o  'o 
000 


4i.  en  4a. 


> 
m 


o 
m 

> 
33 

m 


CO 

H 

m 


CO 

H 

m 


000 

000 

m 

00  00  go 

00  go  00 

TI 

_^     —L      _k 

_x   _L   _k 

-n 

00  00  00 

00  go  go 

m 

CD  CO  CO 

CD  CO  CD 

0 

CD  CO   CO 
1       1        1 

CD  CD  CO 
1       1       1 

< 

— L   _k    _k 

000 

m 

[OtOIO 

en  en  en 

0 

> 

— 1 

^D  N)  ro 

ro  rv)  ro 

lololo 

5?  5?  5? 

CO  CO  CO 

000 

m 

CO 

CD  CO  CD 

000 

ro 

M 

0 

S 

0 
p 

S 

0 

C7 
CD 

r 

0) 

3 

CD 

0 

U 

•  • 

Q.  H 

CD 

zr 

Q. 

W 

5' 

33 

TJ 

CD 

0) 

CO 

:x 

0 

•-*■ 

c 

0 

^+ 

CO 

o' 

13 

0 

CD 

$ 

CO 

^H> 

0 

3" 

-vl 

CD 

ro 

— ♦« 

CD 

0 

6 

0 

-J. 

i. 

w 

CQ 

0 

CD 

T3 

0> 

3. 

3 

CD 

3 

.-•■ 

0 

17 

E. 

-^' 

■0 

CD 

-n 

CO 

0 

13 

CO 

<-♦■ 

■o' 

CD 

3 

Q. 

CO 

_k 

CO 

CD 

CO 

62 


n)  o)  o 

-  CO  O 
o  «o  ^ 


00 


onooonnn 

o    TT  TT  zT  :t  zr  zr  zr 


=  e^   ^   §   5-  S 


c 

3 
=1 


3-  «' 

3. 

3 

n 


n 

3 

0) 
P 

-1 


2 


3 

qq 

o 

o 

CI. 

5' 


n  O  O 

L5      ST     ^ 
S     fB     C« 


^<     c:i     '. — 


n  n  n  n  w 

1, 

3 

3 

P, 
< 

2. 

p 
a- 

p. 

p" 

r^ 

^•^ 

^ 

Ci. 

b 

Barb 
0,  Mil 
l,Ma 

n 

"^ 

n 

p 

^ 

3- 

1:5 

CL 

> 
3 

2. 

p 

3 
CD 


DO 

Dd 

DO 

DO 

DO 

CO 

CO 

3 

3 

3. 

3 

o 

N 

5' 

o 

3 

CD 

o 

3 

p 

3 

3 

O 

■^ 

N 

j^ 

-n 

p 

3 
a 

m 

o 

p 

3 

3 

JO 
O 
c« 
CD 

3 
3 

3. 
o 

p' 

P 

y 

«— 1 
p 

3" 

73 

o 

3 
P 

p. 

JO 
P 

3 

o 

3 
Ql 

o 
a 

(D 

o 


o 

3 


>  CO 

a  c:) 

I  O 

3  ^ 


o 

o 

3 


CX3 


\0   ^   \0 


00 


vO   vO   •— 


JW 

O 


> 

c 
ro 

c 

1/3 


n 

> 

o 
w 

o 


05 


ON 


CX) 

-J 


H-    O    o 
00 


c»  oo 


t—    ►—    00 

00  oo 


o 


a 

n 
o 

3 


ON 


OO 


NO 


NO    NO 


H-      H-      NO      NO 

00    00 


> 
a 

D 


63 


Oi    f^  CO 

®  o>  o 

-k  CO  ^ 


00 


n 

3 
3 

n 

k 
1 

Doyle,  Terrence 
Doyle,  Thomas 
Duggan,  Bradley 
Durighello,  Joy 
Elzie,  Andrea 
Ergun,  Marylou 
Estupinian,  Josep 
Fa,  Angie 

=r 

I 

SP 

a  o  o  n  o  o 

*^* 

O 

<T> 

c 

C 

3 

i* 

< 

(Q 

^. 

3 
3 

g 

o 
a. 

5' 

8 

^ 

3 

O 

o 

*-* 

n 
•I 

> 

3* 

3- 

i 

3 

o 

0) 

3 

3 

•-« 

H 

/-I 

3. 
fa 

30 
(D 
(0 
O 


O 

3 


>  <o 

3  2 

Q.   O) 

I  6 

3  ->J 


O 

o 

3 


v£» 


•—  to  vo 
(X)  ^ 


ON 


^ 


O 

> 

c 
w 

c 

C/3 


n 
o 

M 

o 

00 


I 


00 


K)  ►—  N> 

^  00  Ov 


00  00 


P 

O 

O 
O 

I 


vo  to  >—  vo  VO 


OS 


K)  VO  vo 


\D   \o 


64 


"°  ^  ^ 

<Q  ^  Z* 

fl>   O)  o 

_.  JO  O 

N)  <0  ~vl 


X 

&3 


r-  (T> 


H 


30 


3  1 


n 

O 


m    m 
en    n 

i=<  o 

3 


3  cro 
r*  era 


era 

00 


•n 

c 

3. 

O 


2 
O 

3- 


5 


o 
1-1 

3* 
P 

,3 
a> 

OQ 
OQ 


p 

3 
N 


o 


E-    2      CD 


O" 

o 

3 


cr  § 


n 

p 


ft 


r  2:  p^v^ 


!d  ""< 


03 

c 
::! 

o 

3 


r 

p 
c 
3. 


CL 

3. 
n 

o 

3 


CIS 

fT  rS' 


B-  1,  h»    a  p'  ".  .  o 


on 

p 
3 
a 

-1 
p 


n 

3 


0 

991216 -G7 
Amendmen 

> 

3) 

H 

E 

0" 

^ 

3 

'O  vo  vo 


vO   vO 


NJ    so    so    vO 
On 


> 

C 

trq 

c 


n 

> 
2; 

O 

m 
o 


»9 


OJ    ►—    H- 
On   00   00 


00    -^J 


00 


o  •—  •— 

00    00 


\©   ►—   \0   ^   ^   so   ►— 
00  00 


to   ►- 


I—   so   ►- 
00         -J 


^ 


> 

D 

o 


65 


I 


^  ;:t  o 

®  O)  o 

-- jo  O 
CO  <o  ^ 


00 


o 


O 


00  V^  2 


5=  O  5"  '■ 


3 
3 

CO 


0=    CTQ 
O 


W  D  :^ 


D 

3 
3 


3 
W 

3 
a> 


^    or 

5-  ^ 


o 

3" 

3 
3 


3 

3 

I 

«— I 
c 

CL 


00 


SS 


S  S  S  D:^ 

c  c   S£   o 

r-  3. 

t_-  3 


So 


33  ffi  PC  hC  3h  sC 
o  n  n  ta  to  to 
•=:  3    o  «<  v<  v< 


CO 


o    O. 

3"< 
f6 


5« 

3 

o 

3 

a- 


o 

3 

b 

3 
3 


<2   W 

5  ^ 


o 


a 

o 

3 
3 
CO 


to 

?? 

3- 


1.? 
-I 


(0 
O 


O 

3 


>  CO 

3  2 

a  o) 

3   ' 
o  o 


o 
o 

3 


VO 


VO 


VO    00 


H-     K>     H- 

^   -^J   oo 


-^    00 


5« 

o 

o 

p* 

S 

^z; 

O 

> 

m 

a 

V3 

o 

r-t- 

S 

00 

--J 


I 


h—     H- 

•~J    ON    U) 

U)  to 

00     H- 

00   N>   U» 

4i>   --J 

-J 

H 
O 


o 

3 

o* 
n 


On   VO   H-   NJ 
U)  -J   ON 


VO  H—     VO     ►— 

00  ^ 


VO   H-    VO 
00 


VO    VO    H- 

oo 


I 


66 


^  CO  ^ 

o 


CD 


2S 
3 


CO 

3 


2 

5"  -■ 


22 

o    o 
n 

3 


r 

c 
3 


n 


P3Q 

o 
a* 


r 

r 

5" 

3'    f6     "     CD     o»     rt     P 

Kopriv 
Korcy, 
Kuhns 
Kwan, 

ir 

o 

3 

3 

•a 

N 

-      <  (rg   p   p    "^  ^ 
Q  i'  i' ?^  D^^  1. 

C/5 

c 
p 

3 

oshua 

Lorraine 

ack 

im 

I,  Vicki 

on,  Step 

lelcie 

'a,  Mary 
Suzanm 

,  Craig 
Marion 

^  7s  ?^ 

o    ^'   = 


C/5 


3-    ^ 
3     ^ 


m 


??  ^    « 

< 

3 


Q 


o 

(0 

o 

c 


>  CO 

3  2 

(D  ro 

Q.  O) 

3  • 


O 

o 

3 


I 


vO 


VO 


-J 


vO    vO    In)    •—    vO    to    so 


^ 

n 

JO 

o 

^ 

2 

z 

o 

> 

m 

K 

c 

o 

<-» 

S 

C/3 


C» 


00 


lO 


^  oo 


O  ►-*  W  O  •"•►-"  O 
-«4    ^  -~J   -J 


a 

n 

3 

o- 
ft 


i 


oo 


vo   ►— 


>—    vO    ^ 
OO 


00 


VO   U) 


a 


67 


I 


0)  M  CO 
(D  O)  O 

-.go 

CJ1  ^  -nI 


00 


C   J=   m   =1   CO   K— .  ^  T    ^    C      O      ^-—-ti 


§ 

o 

5* 

i 

2- 

3 

o 

,Mad 
Mela 

5: 

J 

v; 

3 

2- 

?r 

v: 

3 

k^  • 

3 

p 

1-^ 
3" 

o' 

3 

n 

3 

[irele 
[itche 

1 

o 

t-H 

3 

2 

'-'  y 

3 

3 

>5g^ 

O 

S   3. 
3-.0 

P 

3 

sr  c 

1 

8    S 

p' 

3 

3 

ff 

99121 
Amer 

22 

z 

3) 

cCart 
cCon 

> 

0) 
O 

c 

a  o) 

3   • 
2  O 

3    3" 
P   *< 

o 

5^ 

O    - 

3 

r  a 

l-H    2 

3    3 

n    — • 

g    S 

^ 

o 

o 

3 


H—  vo  ^-' 
00     -J 


00 


vo 


^o 


*—  so  vo  ^  VO 


vo 


> 

c 
c 


o 

> 

o 
w 

a 
o 


c« 


vo  •—  hs) 
00  On 


-J 


NJ  K)  O  ^  ^ 
On  --J    00  oo 


OS 


\ 


P 

o 

o 
3 


vO  ►- 

00 


K>  VO  VO 

ON 


Os 


K)  VO 


VO  U) 


I 


68 


^  ;:^  C) 

Oi  <D  ^ 


GO 


C/3   C/5   00   C/3   C/3 

=r  zr  =r  =r  f* 

O      f)      65 

DO 


c 


o 


3 

o 

c 

-I 


C/D  C/3  (/>   00 

O  O  Ji5     w 

o  =r  3  ero 

r'  «  R   3 

2  5  §  ^-^ 


3 


O 


OO 

3" 

3 

3 


00  o  2 

p     3     3 
-1     CI- 


^  ^    ^    /O   ^   "^ 

ST  2"  o   =2   ?6^ 

^  r4    r/5  -       fs    " 

r  >'T3     «     2     3 

C  3     2     ^     >    S 


n 

o    3 
B5     3 


B 

991216- 
Amendrr 

> 

73 
(D 

8 

Fj 

C 

2  O 

o 

S-J 

3 

o 

o 

3 


c» 


VC    *»    •— 
OJ    00 


^ 


•—    K)    vO 


vO 


o 
> 

c: 

C 


n 
> 
o 

X 

o 


C/3 


~J  00 


H-     ON    U) 

oo  H-   On 


to 


to  OJ  o 
On   U\ 


oo 


H 
p 

8 

o 
o 

3 

o- 

o 

1 


►—   vO   VO 
cx> 


c» 


00    00    00  00 


00 


ON 


> 

D 

a 


69 


I 


®  o>  o 
^  jo  O 

^  CO  ^ 


00 


^^^^ 

n    n    n    u> 
=3    cr  cr  = 
D.  a-  CT"  - 
ft)  -     - 

-  ?a  2: 


CO 

c«_ 

n' 


^  <  < 


o    — 


c 

(TO 

3- 


X 

3 


^  ^  H  ^  H 

c«  "1     O    O     — 

3  CI.  P 

3  =r 


3 


3 

c« 


H 
n 

"-I 

o 


o 


to    p 

?  ?  3- 

3 

CO 


00   00 
N     O 

o   a 
3  TO   - 


P 


or) 

^ 

00 

3 

p' 

C 

3- 

3 

c« 
§ 

|— ! 

JO 

9 

P 

p 

fT 

3 

3 

3 

Bt 

^  ^  £? 

3'  5"  f*' 

r  ?  ^ 

O  3  O 

SI  c  O" 

rt  «  ^ 


r* 
0 

991216- 
Amendm 

2; 
> 

30 

0) 
0 

H 

C 

2  Q 

0 

S-M 

3 

o 

o 

3 


ON  ~J    ^ 


VO 


vO   VO   vo 


> 

c 
rq 

c 

CO 


n 


O 


00 


00        00  00        a\  0\       <X5 


cx>  00  cx> 


00    00 


0\ 


I 


H 
O 


a> 
o 

3 
cr 


CIS 


SO  H- 


00 


On 


> 


70 


a>  O)  o 

-^  JO  Q 
00  to  -^ 


00 


o 

991216- 
AmendiTi 

> 

30 
(D 
«> 
O 

w 

c 

0^ 

2  O 

o 

S-J 

3 

o 

o 


^O 


so   vO 


O 

> 

c 
c 


> 

O 

o 


(/) 


Is) 


o  >— 

00 


o 


lo 

SO   U)    ^    Is) 

>—   SO   •—    >0   ^   ►— 

ON 

LA   -J   OS 

oo         oo         ^  -J 

> 

D 
D 


71 


I 


CITY 


COLLEGE 

OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


CITY  COLLEGE  OF  SAN   FRANCISCO 

50  PHEUAN  AVENUE   •  SAN    FRANCISCO,  CA  94  1  12   •  4  15.  239.3000 


DATE: 


December   16,    1999 


H1-H2 


TO:       Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:     Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject:  Academic  Employees 

Credit  Progreun/Non-Credit  Progrzua 
Categorically  Funded 
City  College  of  Seui  Francisco 
(Resolutions   991216-H1-H2) 


> 


BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

Resolutions  991216-H1-H2  cover  categorically  funded  temporary 
academic  employees  appointments  and/or  other  related  personnel 
transactions  pursuant  to  the  provision  of   California  Education  Code 

#87470.   All  Appointments  are  classified  as  temporary,  when 
services  are  required  and  funds  are  provided.   Board  of 
Trustees  approval  is  required. 

The  following  resolutions  are  recommended  for  adoption. 


Clara  Starr,  Originator 


> 


11-H2 
'age  1  of  5 
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BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 
LAWRENCE  WONG,   PRESIDENT     •      DR.   ANITA  GRIER,   VICE   PRESIDENT 
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DR.   PHILIP  R.   DAY,  JR.,  CHANCELLOR 
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72 


RESOLUTION  99121 6-Hl 


TEMPORARY  HOURLY  ASSIGNMENTS  -  ACADEMIC 
EMPLOYEES:  Categorically  Funded. 


RESOLVED:  That  the  following  named  persons  be  appointed  to  temporary  part-time  academic  assignments  for  the  semester, 
department  and  grant  shown.  Employment  is  pursuant  to  Education  Code  section  87470  and  contingent  upon  funds  available  in 
the  applicable  Grant/Contract.  Employment  is  contingent  upon  adequate  class  enrollment,  possession  of  applicable  required 
minimum  qualifications  and/or  applicable  credential,  tuberculosis  clearance,  assignment  availability  under  Article  13-1  of  the 
AFT  contract  and  completion  of  all  District  documents  necessary  to  establish  eligibility  for  appointment.  Salary  shall  be  in 
accordance  with  the  appropriate  instructional/non-instructional  rates  as  provided  by  Article  20  of  the  AFT  contract.  Total 
assignments  for  temporary  part-time  faculty  shall  not  exceed  60%  of  the  hours  per  week  considered  a  full-time  assignment  for 
regular  employees  having  comparable  duties.  Total  overload/extra  pay  assignments  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the  relevant 
provisions  of  the  appropriate  bargaining  contract  and  the  City  College  of  San  Francisco  Faculty  Handbook. 


FALL  1999 


Name 


(+:  Full-time  overload/extra  pay) 
(*;  New  hourly  academic  employee) 

Department 


-QTftnt 


Division 


Baer,  Daniel  N. 
+     Beavers,  Mary  K 

Boone,  Anthony  G 
+     Brown,  Jessica  Jani 
+     Buford,  Sylvia  Y 
+      Gate,  Donald  T 
+     Caul,  Lisa 
+      Cheremeteff,  Maria 

Crane,  Lynette  M 
+      Curtis,  Arthur  B 
Delgado,  John  F 
+      Devine,  Joanne  D 
+     Devine,  Joanne  D 
+     Dewar,  Cynthia  E 
+      Drucker,  Ronald 
Elliott,  Barbara  B 
Gerard,  David  Anth 
Grayson,  Richard  B 
+      Hammerich,  Keith  C 

Harrison,  Lisa  M. 
+      Hillan,  John  M 
+      Jardim,  Philip  M 
+      Johnson,  Dennis 
+      Kleinman,  Craig  Ira 

Leal,  Thomas  A  J 
+     Leber,  Lorraine  Loui 
Legaspi,  Eriinda  Espi 
+      Leong,  Winnie  W 
Lodico,  Linda  M. 
Luckey,  Bemadine  Cori 
Luckey,  Bernadine  Cori 
March,  Thomas 
+      McAteer,  Robert  Anth 
+     McClain,  Laurene  W 


Title  III 

Mathematics 

Contract  Education 

English 

Child  Dev.  &  Family  Studies 

Theater  Arts 

Health  Care  Technology 

Art 

Contract  Education 

Graphic  Communication 

English 

Child  Dev.  &  Family  Studies 

Child  Dev.  &  Family  Studies 

English 

Chemistry 

Behavioral  Sciences 

Contract  Education 

Contract  Education 

Hotel  &  Restaurant  Operation 

Behavioral  Sciences 

Environmental  Hort  &  Floristy 

Biological  Sciences 

Social  Science 

English 

Contract  Education 

Title  III 

English 

Foreign  Languages 

Contract  Education 

Child  Dev.  &  Family  Studies 

Child  Dev.  &  Family  Studies 

Contract  Education 

Photography 

Social  Science 


T3  St.  Success  98-99  Credit 

Vatea  IIC  -  1 999-2000  Credit 

ECO  DEVAVorkplace  1999-2000  NonCredit 

Vatea  IIC  -  1 999-2000  Credit 

Foster  Parenting  99-00  NonCredit 

CALWORKS  -  99-00  NonCredit 

Vatea  IIC  -  1 999-2000  Credit 

Vatea  IIC  -  1 999-2000  Credit 

Ct.Ed  District  Attorney  NonCredit 

Vatea  IIC  -  1 999-2000  Credit 

Vatea  IIC  -  1 999-2000  Credit 

Vatea  IIC  -  1999-2000  Credit 

Independent  Living  Prog-San  Francis  NonCredit 

Vatea  IIC  -  1999-2000  Credit 

Vatea  IIC  -  1999-2000  Credit 

Vatea  IIC  -  1999-2000  Credit 
SF  Airport  Comm-35                                  ■    NonCredit 

SF  Public  Library  -  3  NonCredit 

Vatea  IIC  -  1 999-2000  Credit 

Vatea  IIC  -  1 999-2000  Credit 

Vatea  IIC  -  1 999-2000  Credit 

Vatea  IIC  -  1 999-2000  Credit 

Vatea  IIC- 1999-2000  Credit 

Vatea  IIC  -  1 999-2000  Credit 

ECO  DEVAVorkplace  1999-2000  NonCredit 

T3  St.  Success  98-99  Credit 

Vatea  IIC  -  1999-2000  Credit 

Vatea  IIC- 1999-2000  Credit 

Ct.Ed.  SF.  Juvenile  Probation  Dept  NonCredit 

Foster  Parenting  99-00  Credit 

Independent  Living  Prog-San  Francis  Credit 

ECO  DEVAVorkplace  1999-2000  NonCredit 

Vatea  IIC- 1999-2000  Credit 

Vatea  IIC  -  1999-2000  Credit 


H1-H2 
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RESOLUTION  991 2 16-Hl 


TEMPORARY  HOURLY  ASSIGNMENTS  -  ACADEMIC 
EMPLOYEES:  Categorically  Funded. 


I 


+ 

Meyer,  Susan  D 

Bus/Office  Tech/Small  Bus 

Vatea  lie -1999-2000 

Credit 

Moorhouse,  Stephen 

Physical  Education-South 

Men's  Athletics 

Credit 

Moy,  Deborah  L 

Vocational  Education 

Eco  Dev  -  JDIT  Hiring  Hall  99-00 

NonCredit 

+ 

Nakahata,  Alice 

Child  Dev.  &  Family  Studies 

SFDHS-Foster  Training  #2 

NonCredit 

Ohalloran,  Patrick 

Transitional  Studies 

Vatea  lie -1999-2000 

Credit 

+ 

Owens,  Rhonella  C 

Counseling 

Vatea  IIC- 1999-2000 

Credit 

Paez,  Ricardo 

Contract  Education 

NonCredit 

+ 

Phillips,  Catherine 

English  As  a  Second  Language 

T3  St.  Success  98-99 

Credit 

Price,  Geraldine  J 

Child  Dev.  &  Family  Studies 

Foster  Parenting  99-00 

NonCredit 

+ 

Reinhertz,  Tannis  C 

Hotel  &  Restaurant  Operation 

Vatea  IIC -1999-2000 

Credit 

Revlock,  Theodore  F.J. 

Architecture 

T3  St.  Success  98-99 

Credit 

Scott,  Diana  G 

Behavioral  Sciences 

Vatea  IIC  - 1999-2000 

Credit 

Sherr,  Jean  A. 

Contract  Education 

SF  Airport  Comm-35 

NonCredit 

+ 

Solow,  Michael  Alan 

Title  III 

T3  St.  Success  98-99 

Credit 

+ 

Thiry,  Pierre  S 

Computer  &  Information  Science 

T3  St.  Success  98-99 

Credit 

+ 

Thiry,  Pierre  S 

Graphic  Communication 

T3  St.  Success  98-99 

Credit 

+ 

Thiry,  Pierre  S 

Computer  &  Information  Science 

ITIP  97-98 

NonCredit 

+ 

Wolf,  Kathleen  G 

English  As  a  Second  Language 

Vatea  IIC -1999-2000 

Credit 

+ 

Wong,  Anna  Q 

English  As  a  Second  Language 

Project  Shine/SFSU  98-99 

NonCredit 

+ 

Zanetto,  Janet  S 

English  As  a  Second  Language 

Vatea  IIC -1999-2000 

Credit 
H]  Fall  1999:  54 

SPRING  2000 


Name 


(+:  Full-time  overload/extra  pay) 
(*:  New  hourly  academic  employee) 

Department 


■Grwit 


Division 


Watkins,  Judith 


Total  Records:      55 


I 


Vocational  Education 


SFCAT/MOCD 


NonCredit 
HI  SPRING  2000:  1 
Total  for  HI:  55 


H1-H2 
Page  3  of  5 
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CITY 


COLLEGE 

OfSaNfllANdUO 


CITY  COLLEGE  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

50  PHELAN  AVENUE  •  SAN   FRANCISCO,  CA  941  12   •  4  I  5.  239.3000 


DATE:  December  16,  1999  L1 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject:        Human  Resources 

Authorization  to  amend  employment  Contract  (s) 
(Resolution  No.      991216  -  LI) 


BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

The  Board  of  Trustees  by  Resolution  No.  791120-B1  has  made  available 
to  its  employees  the  provisions  of  Section  403  (b)  of  the  United  States  Internal 
Revenue  Code  and  Section  17501  of  the  California  Revenue  and  Taxation 
Code. 

Employees  of  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  may  enter 
into  an  amendment  of  their  employment  contracts  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  a 
reduction  in  the  salaries  paid  to  such  employees,  and  that  for  each  employee 
who  voluntarily  elects  to  accept  such  reduction  in  his  or  her  salary,  the  San 
Francisco  Community  College  District  shall,  as  directed  by  such  employee,  a) 
purchase,  with  an  amount  equal  to  the  reduction  in  salary,  a  nontransferable 
annuity  contract  issued  by  an  insurance  company  selected  by  the  employee 
concerned,  or  b)  contribute  an  amount  equal  to  such  reduction  in  salary  to  a 
custodial  account  of  a  custodian  selected  by  the  employee,  in  which  all  rights 
under  said  custodial  account  shall  be  exercisable  by  the  employee  concerned. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  the  Board  of  Trustee  of  the  San  Francisco  Community 
College  amend  employment  contract  for  the  purpose  of  (a)  purchasing  tax 
sheltered  annuities,  (b)  contributing  to  tax  sheltered  custodial  accounts,  for  those 
employees  requesting  such  purchases  or  contributions,  and  (c  )  termination  of 
the  amendment  to  employment  contract,  complying  with  the  provisions  of 
Section  403  (b)  of  the  United  States  Internal  Revenue  Code,  and  Section  17501 
of  the  California  Revenue  and  Taxation  Code. 


a)  INSURANCE  COMPANIES 

Equitable 

Safeco  Life 

Security  First 

Security  First 

Security  First 

State  Street  Bank  STRS 

State  Street  Bank  STRS 

TIAA-CREF 

U.S.G. 

VALIC 

VALIC 

VALIC 

VALIC 

VALIC 


BI-WEEKLY 

1.  D.  NO. 

AMOUNT 

57123 

403.80 

55446 

403.00 

54606 

200.00 

51864 

150.00 

55344 

213.00 

46944 

403.00 

54625 

403.00 

12948 

500.00 

56056 

500.00 

42578 

403.84 

54580 

420.00 

24565 

403.84 

54756 

519.23 

53240 

403.84 

1 
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BI-WEEKLY 

b)  CUSTODIAL  ACCOUNTS 

1.  D.  NO. 

AMOUNT 

Capital  Guardian 

55666 

403.84 

Fudelity 

34842 

403.84 

Fidelity 

53240 

400.00 

Fidelity 

55548 

403.85 

Fidelity 

10054 

403.85 

Fidelity 

54560 

403.84 

Fidelity 

54558 

417.00 

Janus 

54502 

380.00 

Janus 

56983 

50.00 

Janus 

11732 

403.00 

Janus 

55464 

150.00 

Janus 

57154 

125.00 

Janus 

54755 

403.85 

T.  Rowe  Price 

17234 

403.00 

T.  Rowe  Price 

55988 

403.00 

T.  Rowe  Price 

56976 

45.00 

Vanguard 

49970 

100.00 

Vanguard 

56983 

150.00 

Vanguard 

54581 

50.00 

Vanguard 

55464 

150.00 

Vanguard 

54711 

200.00 

Vanguard 

56864 

200.00 

Vanguard 

41980 

403.84 

Vanguard 

54874 

403.84 

Vanguard 

54641 

403.50 

Vanguard 

55468 

400.00 

Vanguard 

55879 

391.00 

Vanguard 

04538 

500.00 

Vanguard 

50240 

500.00 

Vanguard 

54896 

403.84 

Vanguard 

56588 

1,650.00 

Strong  Funds 

54655 

403.85 

12/16/99 -L1  pages 


79 


i 


c)  TERMINATION/CANCELLATIONS 

Janus 

Nationwide 

Security  First 

Southwest  Life 

VALIC 

VALIC 

VALIC 

Vanguard 

Vanguard 


BI-WEEKLY 

L  D.  NO. 

AMOUNT 

02736 

300.00 

56193 

150.00 

37952 

100.00 

56956 

100.00 

53240 

365.00 

11730 

350.50 

55878 

100.00 

61846 

400.00 

61846 

400.00 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That  the  Chancellor,  Vice  Chancellor  of 
Finance  and  Administration,  and/or  their  designee  are  hereby  authorized  to 
purchase  such  annuity  contracts  or  contribute  to  such  custodial  accounts, 
subject  to  ratification  by  the  Board  of  Trustees. 


{ 


James  Kendrix,  Originator 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 


CITY 


COLLEGE 

Of  SAN  FRANCISCO 


CITY  COLLEGE  OF  SAN   FRANCISCO 


50  PHELAN  AVENUE  •  SAN   FRANCISCO,  CA  94  I  1  2  •  4  1  5.  239.3000 


DeceitODer   16,    1999 


Board  of  Trustees 


N1 


Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 


Subject:  Academic  Employees 

Community  Services  Classes 
City  College  of  San  Francisco 
(Resolutions   991216-Nl) 


BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

Resolutions   991216-Nl  covers  appointments  of  academic  employees 
to  Community  Service  Classes  and/or  other  related  transactions 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  California  Education  Code  #78300. 
All  appointments  are  classified  as  temporary,  hourly  unless 

otherwise  stated  in  the  resolution.  Board  of  Trustees  approval  is 
required. 

The  following  resolutions  are  recommended  for  adoption. 


Clara  Starr,  Originator 


Nl 

Page  1  of  2 
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RESOLUTION  99 1 2 1 6-N 1  TEMPORARY  HOURLY  ASSIGNMENTS  - 

ACADEMIC  EMPLOYEES:  Community  Services  Programs 

RESOLVED:  That  the  following  named  persons  be  appointed  to  temporary  part-time  academic  assignments  in 
Community  Services  and  related  Programs  pursuant  to  Education  Code  Section  78300.  Employment  is  contingent 
upon  adequate  class  enrollment,  possession  of  applicable  required  minimum  qualifications  and/or  applicable 
credential,  tuberculosis  clearance,  assignment  availability  under  Article  13-1  of  the  AFT  contract  and  completion 
of  all  District  documents  necessary  to  establish  eligibility  for  appointment  Salary  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the 
appropriate  instructional/non-instructional  rates  as  provided  by  Article  20  of  the  AFT  contract  Total  assignments 
for  temporary  part-time  faculty  shall  not  exceed  60%  of  the  hours  per  week  considered  as  full-time  assignments  for 
regular  employees  having  comparable  duties.  Total  overload/extra  pay  assignments  for  full-time  faculty  shall  be  in 
accordance  with  the  relevant  provisions  of  the  appropriate  bargaining  contract  and  the  City  College  of  San 
Francisco  Faculty  Handbook. 


FALL  1999  (■•■•  Ful'-tinw  overload/extra  pay) 

(*:  New  hourly  academic  employee) 

Name Department PivtgJQn 

Coniglio,  Josephine  Community  Services  NonCredit 

Warren,  Patricia  A  Community  Services  NonCredit 

Nl  Fall  1999:  2 

Total  for  N1:  2 
Total  Records:      2 


« 


<l 


[ 


Nl 
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1^^  Reading 
P1 

DATE:  December  1 6, 1 999 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject:        Policy  Manual 

Notice  of  intention  to  amend  the 

San  Francisco  Community  College  District  Policy 

Manual  (Resolution  No.  991216  -  PI) 


BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

The  Administrative  staff  of  the  College  has  been  reviewing  the  Policy  Manual  of 
the  District,  updating  it  as  appropriate  with  an  eye  to  having  a  revised  version  ready  for 
the  visiting  accreditation  team  in  February,  2000.  This  first  phase  of  revision  consists 
primarily  of  changes  that  reflect  title  changes  and  how  the  District  is  actually  operating. 
These  changes  (by  and  large  "house  cleaning"  issues)  reflect  the  new  organizational 
structure  and  current  realities.  More  substantive  changes  will  follow  at  a  later  date 
pending  review  by  staff,  and  when  appropriate,  campus  governance  organizations. 


follows: 


San  Francisco  Community  College  District  Policy  Manual  reads  in  part  as 


"Adoption  of  Policies.  Any  policy  may  be  adopted  by  the  Board,  be  amended  or 
repealed  by  an  affirmative  vote  of  four  members  at  any  meeting,  providing  notice  of  said 
intended  action  has  been  given  at  a  previous  meeting. . . ." 

RECOMMENDATION 

RESOLVED:  That  notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  following  proposed 

amendments  to  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  Policy  Manual 
(and/or  revisions  to  such  amendments  as  directed  by  the  Board)  shall  be  acted 
upon  at  the  next  meeting  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  on  January  27,  2000.  (NOTE: 
Additions  or  substitions  are  indicated  by  bold  and  italic  and  deletions  are 
indicated  by  otrikoout.) 
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PM  1 .04  Committees 

PM  1 .05  Meetings 

PM  1 .07  Powers  and  Duties  of  the  Board 

PM  1 .08  Function  and  Sen/ices 

PM  1 .09  Control  and  Direction 

PM  1.10  The  Community  and  the  Governing  Board 

PM  1.11  Chief  Administrator:  Authority,  Selection,  and  Term  of  Office 

PM  2.01  Assignment  of  Authority  in  the  SFCCD 

PM  2.05  Legal  Service 

PM  2.06  Official  Publications 

PM  3.01  Certificated  Personnel 

PM  3.03  Employee  Classifications 

PM  3.07  Basis  for  Employment 

PM  3.08  Applicant  Records 

PM  3.09  Employee  Requirements 

PM3.10  Contracts 

PM  3.1 3  Health  and  Welfare  Benefits 

PM  3.14  Salary 

PM  3.15  Certificated  Employees'  Load  Policy 

PM3.16  Transfer  i, 

PM3.17  Absences  -  Leaves  of  Absence  (I 

PM  3.19  Tenure/Administrator's  Rights  to  a  Faculty  Position  ' 

PM  3.20  Termination  of  Services 

PM  3.24  Employee  Organizations 

PM  3.25  Publication  of  Articles  and  Productions  by  Employees 

PM  4.02  Salaries 

PM  4.09  Use  of  Slurs 

PM  5.01  Student  Activities 

PM5.03  Student  Services  i 

PM  5.05  Admission,  Classification,  Tuition  and  Enrollment  ^ 

PM  5.1 1  Completion  or  Graduation  Rates 

PM  5.12  Withholding  of  Student  Grades,  Transcripts  or  Diplomas  I 

PM  6.02  Instructional  Organization  and  Standards 

PM  6.03  Course  Development 

PM  6.10  Student  Instnjctors  and  Faculty  Interns 

PM  6.14  Vocational  and  Occupational  Training  Programs 

PM  7.03  Planning  Projects 

PM  7.04  Approval  of  Sites,  Plans,  and  Acceptance  of  Buildings 

12/16/99 -PI  page 2 
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PM  7.05 

PM  7.06 

PM  7.07 

PM  7.08 

PM  7.09 

PM7.10 

PM7.13 

PM7.14 

PM7.15 

PM7.16 

PM7.18 

PM  7.20 

PM  7.21 

PM  8.03 

PM  8.04 

PM  8.05 

PM  8.09 

Plans  and  Specifications  to  be  Checked  for  Unusual  Devices 

Compliance  with  State  Laws 

Requisitions,  Service  and  Work  orders,  and  Encumbrances 

Selection  of  Architects 

Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Policy  In  the  Procurement  of 

Supplies  and  Services 

Policy  Regarding  Hiring  Union  Labor 

Maintenance  and  Operation 

Repair  and  Maintenance  of  Plant 

Safety 

Memorials  and  Naming  Buildings 

Art  Enrichment  of  Constnjction  Projects 

Conservation 

Minority/Women  Business  Enterprises  -  Public  Works  Contract 

Auditing 

Solicitation  of  Funds  and  Use  of  District  Name 

Supplies  and  Services 

Contracting  for  Window  Washing  Services 


12/1 6/99 -Pipages 


Ronald  Lee,  Originator 
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PM  1.04  COMMITTEES 

Committee  of  the  Whole.  All  members  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  shall  be  members  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole.  This  committee  shall  have  power  to  consider  and  report  upon  any  matters  which 
require  committee  attention  and  action  and  without  reference  to  any  other  standing  or  special 
committee  of  the  Board.  It  may  also  consider  reports  from  other  committees  of  the  Board.  The 
President  of  the  Board  shall  appoint  a  member  to  chair  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

Standing  Committees  of  the  Board  may  be  appointed  by  the  President  or  chosen  by  vote  of  the 
Board.  The  functions  of  all  such  committees  shall  be  fact  finding,  deliberative  and  advisory,  but 
never  legislative  or  administrative.  All  such  committees  shall  consult  with  the  Chancellor  and  report 
to  the  Board. 

Meetings  of  Standing  Committees  of  the  Board,  including  the  Committee  of  the  Whole,  may  be 
called  at  any  time  by  the  chair  or  upon  written  demand  of  two  members  of  the  committee. 

Meetings  of  the  committees  shall  be  given  public  notice  and  shall  be  open  to  the  public  under  the 
same  conditions  as  required  by  law  for  meetings  of  the  Board. 

The  President  and  Vice  President  of  the  Board  and  the  Chancellor  shall  be  ex-officio  members  of  all 
standing  committees  without  the  right  to  vote,  unless  they  are  otherwise  members  of  the  committee. 
However,  the  Chancellor  shall  not  be  a  member  of  any  standing  committees  where  his/her  tenure  or 
salary  is  under  discussion. 

Committees  shall  consider  matters  which  have  been  referred  to  them  by  the  Board  or  which  have 
been  decided  upon  by  a  majority  of  the  committee.  In  the  latter  case,  the  Board  shall  then  be  notified 
of  the  proposed  study,  which  shall  be  approved  by  the  Board. 

Committee  recommendations  shall  be  submitted  to  the  fiill  Board. 

Committee  requests  for  special  reports  shall  be  made  through  the  Chancellor. 

An  adequate  record  of  the  committee  meetings  shall  be  maintained. 
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PM  1.05    MEETINGS 

A.   Order  of  business  for  Regular  Meetings  may  be  as  follows 

I.  Roll  Call 

II.  Pledge  of  Allegiance 

III.  Approval  of  Minutes  (if  available) 

IV.  Adoption  of  Resolutions  Agenda 

V.  Approval  of  Consent  Agenda  Items  as  Listed 

VI.  Special  Presentations  (if  scheduled) 

VII.  Monthly  Financial  Report 

VIII.  Action  On  Other  Resolutions  Agenda  Items 

IX.  Report  from  Constituent  Groups 

-  Academic  Senate 

-  Associated  Students 

-  Classified  Senate 

X.  Board  of  Trustees' Report 

XI.  Chancellor  and  Staff  Reports 

XII.  Requests  to  Speak 

XIII.  Adjournment 

The  order  of  business  may  be  revised  at  any  meeting  when,  in  the  discretion  of  the  President, 
such  revision  will  benefit  the  public  and/or  order  of  the  meeting.  In  the  conduct  of  its 
business,  the  procedure  of  the  Board  will  be  governed  by  the  policies  set  forth  in  this 
manual,  or  if  not  covered  thereby  then  by  the  Robert's  Rules  of  Order,  Revised,  however,  no 
procedural  rules  or  rulings  shall  operate  to  invalidate  otherwise  lawful  actions  of  the  Board. 


B.  Preparation  for  Meetings.  At  least  seventy-two  (72)  hours  before  a  regular  meeting,  an 
agenda  shall  be  posted  containing  a  brief  general  description  of  each  item  of  business  to  be 
transacted  or  discussed  at  the  meeting,  including  closed  session  items.  The  agenda  for  Board 
meetings  shall  be  delivered  to  Board  members  at  least  seventy-two  (72)  hours  prior  to  the 
time  of  regular  meetings  and  at  least  twenty-four  (24)  hours  prior  to  the  time  of  special 
meetings.  Resolutions  proposed  by  individual  Board  members  must  obtain  the  concurrence 
of  two  (2)  other  Board  members.  However,  items  requiring  Board  action  which  do  not 
appear  on  the  agenda  may  be  acted  upon  under  any  of  the  following  circumstances:  1 .  At 
least  four  (4)  Board  members  determine  that  an  emergency  situation  exists,  2.  Two-  thirds  of 
the  members  of  the  Board  present  at  the  meeting,  or  if  less  than  two-  thirds  of  the  members 
are  present,  a  unanimous  vote  of  those  members  present  determine  that  there  is  a  need  to 
take  immediate  action  and  that  the  need  for  immediate  action  came  to  the  attention  of  the 
District  subsequent  to  the  agenda  being  posted,  or  3.  The  matter  was  posted  on  an  agenda 
for  a  prior  meeting  occurring  not  more  than  five  calendar  days  prior  to  the  date  action  is 
taken  on  the  item,  and  at  the  prior  meeting  the  item  was  continued  to  the  meeting  at  which 
action  is  being  taken.  Prior  to  discussing  any  item  pursuant  to  these  three  exceptions,  the 
Board  shall  publicly  identify  the  item.  An  "emergency  situation"  shall  mean 
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(a)  Work  stoppage  or  other  activity  which  severely  impairs  public  health,  safety,  or  both, 
as  determined  by  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  legislative  body,  (b)  Crippling  disaster 
which  severely  impairs  public  health,  safety,  or  both,  as  determined  by  a  majority  of  the 
members  of  the  legislative  body.  Agenda  items  appearing  on  the  published  agenda  may 
be  removed  by  a  majority  vote  of  the  Board.  The  Agenda  shall  be  posted  at  the  entrance 
door  at  33  Gough  Street  and  in  the  lobby  ofConlan  Hall  at  City  College  of  San  Francisco, 
50  Phelan  Avenue,  at  least  seventy-two  (72)  hours  prior  to  the  time  of  the  regular 
meetings  and  at  least  twenty-four  (24)  hours  prior  to  the  time  of  special  meetings  and 
these  sites  shall  be  the  official  posting  locations  of  all  Board  agendas.  In  addition,  to  the 
extent  practicable,  the  agenda  shall  be  posted  in  other  facilities  and  sites  as  listed  in  the 
Administrative  Regulations.  A  notice  identifying  the  location,  date,  and  time  of  the 
regular  meeting  shall  be  posted  at  the  official  posting  locations  at  least  ten  (10)  days  prior 
to  the  meeting  and  shall  remain  so  posted  to  and  including  the  time  of  the  meeting. 


A  member  of  the  public  may  place  an  item  on  the  Board  agenda  for  regular  meetings  if 
the  item  relates  directly  to  District  business  and  is  a  matter  of  public  concern,  and  if  a 
written  request  is  received  in  the  Chancellor's  Office  no  later  than  noon  three  fiill  calendar 
weeks  in  advance  of  a  regular  Board  meeting,  and  to  avoid  repetitive  additions  to  the 
agenda,  if  the  subject  matter  has  not  previously  been  submitted  for  the  agenda  within  the 
past  three  months.  In  the  interest  of  effective  management  of  meeting  time,  no  person 
shall  place  more  than  two  items  on  any  single  regular  agenda  without  justifying,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Chancellor,  the  necessity  of  including  additional  items  on  that  agenda 
as  opposed  to  later  agendas.  The  Chancellor  shall  determine  whether  the  specific  matter  is 
directly  related  to  the  business  of  the  District.  Items  which  have  been  properly  submitted 
and  verified  as  related  to  the  business  of  the  District  will  be  addressed  in  the  "Requests  to 
Speak"  portion  of  the  agenda  or  otherwise  at  the  conclusion  of  all  other  District  business 
on  the  agenda.  The  member  of  the  public  who  properly  submits  an  agenda  item  will  be 
allowed  up  to  three  (3)  minutes  at  the  meeting  to  present  the  information  to  the  Board. 
Following  this  presentation,  the  Board  may,  but  is  not  required  to  address  the  issue,  may 
put  the  issue  on  a  future  agenda  for  more  discussion  and  possible  action,  or  may  refer  the 
issue  to  the  administration. 


C.  Voting.  The  vote,  by  Roll  Call,  shall  be  taken  and  recorded  when  demanded  by  any 
member,  or  as  otherwise  required  by  law. 

D.  Adoption  of  Policies.  Any  policy  may  be  adopted  by  the  Board,  be  amended  or 
repealed  by  an  affirmative  vote  of  four  members  at  any  meeting,  providing  notice  of  said 
intended  action  has  been  given  at  a  previous  meeting.  Any  policy  or  bylaw  which  is 
regulatory  as  to  the  Board  but  is  not  otherwise  required  by  law  may  be  suspended 
temporarily  by  a  vote  of  at  least  five  (5)  members  or  of  all  those  members  present  if  four 
members  are  present,  if  such  suspension  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  District. 
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E.  Reports.  Board  members  requesting  reports  must  do  so  through  the  President  of  the 
Board  with  the  concurrence  of  at  least  two  (2)  other  Board  members. 


F.  Recording  Minutes  of  Meeting.  As  records  of  Board  actions  at  meetings,  the  minutes 
shall  contain  only  resolutions  and  ultimate  actions  of  the  Board,  but  if  any  Trustee  desires 
to  have  any  additional  matter  included,  he/she  must  submit  a  written  statement  with  a 
request  that  it  be  included  in  the  minutes.  For  regular  meetings,  there  shall  also  be  a  tape 
recording  of  the  proceedings  and/or  some  other  means  of  maintaining  a  permanent  record 
of  the  proceedings.  For  special  meetings,  to  the  extent  possible,  there  shall  also  be  a  tape 
recording  of  the  proceedings  and/or  some  other  means  of  maintaining  a  permanent  record 
of  the  proceedings. 

Records  of  all  business  transacted  and  of  all  policies  and  regulations  or  other  controls 
enacted  by  the  Board  shall  be  set  forth  in  full  in  the  official  records  of  the  District,  which 
shall  be  the  official  public  records  of  Board  actions. 


G.  Regular  Meetings  of  the  Board.  One  or  more  meetings  shall  be  held  each  month,  at 
the  regular  meeting  place  of  the  Board,  33  Gough  Street,  San  Francisco,  except  that  a 
regular  monthly  meeting  may  be  adjourned  in  accordance  with  the  law.  The  Board  may 
also  meet  at  other  District  locations  served  by  the  District  or  at  other  locations  outside  the 
District  as  provided  by  law. 

Special  Meetings  of  the  Board.  Such  meetings  may  be  called  by  the  presiding  officer  of 
the  Board  or  by  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Board  by  delivering  personally  or  by 
mail  written  notice  to  each  Board  member  and  to  appropriate  media.  Such  meetings 
shall  be  within  District  boundaries  except  as  otherwise  provided  by  law. 

I.      Meetings  Open  to  the  Public.  All  meetings  of  the  Board,  including  committees,  shall 
be  open  to  the  public  as  provided  by  law. 

J.     Meetings  Closed  to  the  Public.  All  closed  sessions  shall  be  closed  to  the  public. 
Closed  sessions  may  be  held  in  accordance  with  the  law.  Closed  sessions  can  be  held 
during  a  regular  or  special  meeting. 

K.  Ouorum.  A  quorum  for  the  conduct  of  Board  business  shall  consist  of  four  (4) 
members.  No  official  action  may  be  taken  when  a  quorum  is  absent. 

L.      Granting  the  Privilege  of  the  Floor.  A  person  desiring  to  speak  shall  be  recognized 
by  the  Chair  only  after  complying  with  the  following  procedures: 


For  matters  appearing  on  the  agenda,  an  individual  desiring  to  address  the  Board  must 
complete  a  "Request  to  Address  Board"  card,  completing  the  information  thereon 
including  the  subject  to  be  addressed.  If  there  is  to  be  a  written  report  presented,  a 
copy(ies)  shall  be  submitted  in  advance  to  the  Chancellor. 
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Any  person  desiring  to  address  the  Board  on  non-agenda  items  must  also  complete  the  "Request 
to  Address  Board"  card  and  will  be  recognized  at  the  end  of  the  agenda.  Only  items  directly 
related  to  District  business  may  be  presented.  Cards  for  these  purposes  are  available  in  the 
Office  of  the  Chancellor  and  also  at  the  Board  meeting.  Completed  cards  should  be  presented  to 
the  Board  President  prior  to  the  beginning  of  the  meeting.  As  a  matter  of  courtesy,  the  Board 
encourages  people  to  notify  the  Chancellor's  Office  in  advance  of  the  Board  meeting  of  their 
intention  to  address  the  Board.  Prior  to  calling  for  a  vote  on  an  item  before  the  Board,  the 
Presiding  Officer  shall  determine  if  speaker  cards  have  been  submitted  for  that  item.  Persons 
who  have  submitted  cards  prior  to  the  consideration  of  the  item  shall  be  called  upon  by  the 
Presiding  Officer.  Persons  who  address  the  Board  may  address  only  the  agenda  item  being 
considered  and  shall  have  up  to  three  minutes  for  comments.  Should  another  person  who  has 
submitted  a  request  to  speak  card  in  advance  of  consideration  of  the  item  wish  to  forego  speaking 
on  that  item,  he  or  she  may  grant  his  or  her  speaking  time  to  another  speaker  who  has  also 
submitted  a  request  to  speak  card,  but  in  no  event  shall  any  speaker  have  more  than  two 
allotments  (totaling  up  to  six  minutes)  of  speaker  time  on  any  item.  However,  in  order  to 
facilitate  the  completion  of  District  business,  the  Presiding  Officer  may  also  limit  the  total  length 
of  time  allotted  to  the  speakers  on  a  given  topic  or  agenda  item  which  may  reduce  the  individual 
speaker's  time  on  the  topic  or  item.  Speaking  too  long,  being  unduly  repetitious,  or  discussing 
irrelevancies  disrupt  the  meeting,  and  may  result  in  the  forfeiture  of  speaking  opportunities 
during  that  meeting. 

The  President  of  the  Board  reserves  the  right  to  determining  the  order  of  the  speakers  and 
changing  the  order  of  the  agenda  if  it  will  be  of  benefit  to  the  public  and/or  the  order  of  the 
meeting. 

Undue  interruptions  or  other  interferences  with  the  orderly  conduct  of  Board  business  caimot  be 
allowed.  Defamatory  or  abusive  personnel  remarks  which  disturb  or  impede  the  meeting  or 
exceed  the  bounds  of  civility  necessary  to  the  conduct  of  District  business  are  always  out  of 
order.  However,  the  Board  shall  not  prohibit  public  criticism  of  the  policies,  procedures, 
programs,  or  services  of  the  District,  or  of  the  acts  of  omissions  of  the  Board. 

The  President  may  terminate  the  speaker's  privilege  of  address  if  after  being  called  to  order,  he 
or  she  persists  in  improper  conduct  or  remarks,  or  if  the  speaker  fails  to  speak  on  the  subject 
matter  for  which  the  privilege  of  the  floor  was  granted. 

No  oral  presentation  shall  include  charges  or  complaints  against  any  employee  of  the  Board  or 
otherwise  present  information,  which  does  not  relate  directly  to  the  topic  at  hand  or  which 
disrupts  or  impedes  the  meeting.  All  formal  charges  or  complaints  against  an  employee,  for 
which  specific  grievance  or  complaint  process  is  not  otherwise  available,  shall  be  in  writing  and 
signed  by  the  person  making  the  charge  and  shall  be  filed  with  the  Chancellor  who  shall,  after 
investigation,  take  or  recommend  appropriate  action.  There  shall  be  no  oral  presentation  or 
discussion  of  confidential  formal  charges  or  complaints  in  open  public  meetings  of  the  Board  on 
non-agenda  items  or  unless  otherwise  required  by  law. 

Comments  or  presentations  made  by  members  of  the  public  to  the  Board  do  not  necessarily 
reflect  the  opinion  of  the  Board  or  of  its  individual  members,  nor  does  the  Board  necessarily 
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endorse  or  sanction  such  comments  or  presentations.  Persons  who  address  the  Board  on  matters 
of  their  choosing  are  solely  responsible  for  the  content  of  such  comments  or  presentations. 


f! 
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PM  1.07  POWERS  AND  DUTIES  OF  THE  BOARD 

A.  GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

In  conformity  with  its  interpretation  of  its  powers  and  duties  under  the  law,  the 
Governing  Board  assumes  full  responsibility  for  the  general  control  and  direction  of  the  District. 

In  order  to  carry  out  its  responsibility  for  general  control  and  direction  of  the  District,  it 
will  be  the  purpose  and  practice  of  the  Board  to  function  as  follows: 

Determine  broad  general  policies,  plans  and  procedures  to  guide  its  officers  and 
employees. 

Establish  administrative  policies  by  which  authority  and  responsibility  for  services  will 
be  defined  and  by  which  the  residence  and  flow  of  authority  will  be  determined. 

Deliberate  with  its  chief  executive  officer  upon  matters  initiated  by  its  own  members  and 
grant  or  withhold  its  approval  of  proposals  brought  before  it  by  its  executive  officer  by 
application  of  the  principle  of  pre-audit. 

Evaluate  and  criticize,  and  by  veto,  correct  and  revise  policies  and  actions  as  need  may 
arise  as  provided  for  in  Section  1 .05. 

Order  elections  as  authorized  by  the  Education  Code. 

B.  CONFLICT  OF  INTEREST 

In  compliance  with  the  Political  Reform  Act  of  1974,  California  Government  Code 
Section  81000,  et  seq.,  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  hereby  adopts  the 
provisions  of  the  Regulation  18730  of  the  Fair  Political  Practices  Commission,  (2  California 
Code  of  Regulations,  Section  18730)  as  said  regulation  reads  on  the  date  this  resolution  is 
adopted  and  as  said  regulation  may  be  amended  from  time  to  time,  as  the  Conflict  of  Interest 
Code  for  the  District,  as  supplemented  by  AR  1 .07.01 .  Designated  employees  under  the  Conflict 
of  Interest  Code,  and  their  respective  disclosure  categories,  are  those  persons  holding  positions 
listed  in  the  Exhibits  A  and  B  to  AR  1 .07.01 .  Designated  employees  shall  file  statements  of 
financial  interest  with  the  Chancellor  Superintendent  of  the  District,  who  shall  serve  as  the  filing 
officer  for  the  District  and  who  shall  retain  the  original  of  all  statements  filed  in  his  or  her  office, 
unless  otherwise  directed  by  law  or  regulation  to  the  contrary. 
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PM  1.08  FUNCTIONS  AND  SERVICES 

The  Board  recognizes  the  following  services  or  fiinctions  within  the  District: 

Legislative  Service:  To  be  performed  by  the  Board  with  the  aid  of  its  chief  executive  officer,  the 
Chancellor/Superintendent.  Consideration  of  legislation  at  meetings  of  the  Board  shall  be  limited  to 
matters  that  directly  affect  the  operation  of  the  District. 

Administrative  Service:  To  be  performed  by  administrators  throughout  the  District  and  unified 
under  the  Chancellor/Superintendent. 

Instructional  and  Student  Services:  To  be  performed  by  instructors,  supervisors,  student  personnel 
workers,  counselors,  librarians,  and  curriculum  workers,  supported  by  administrative  and  other 
oortificatod  employees  and  their  assistants. 

Fact-finding,  Interpretation  and  Planning  Service:  To  be  performed  by  research  workers  and  other 
staff  members  as  required. 

Legal  Service:  To  be  performed  by  the  Legal  Advisor  General  Counsel  or  obtained  through  his/%«r 
office. 

Operating  and  Maintenance  Service:  To  be  performed  by  a  staff  including  engineers,  technicians, 
accountants,  and  others  under  the  direction  of  the  Chancellor/Superintendent. 

Secretarial  and  Clerical  Services:  To  be  performed  by  secretaries,  clerks,  accountants,  and  others  i 

under  the  direction  of  the  Chancellor/Superintendent. 
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PM  1 .09  CONTROL  AND  DIRECTION 

Control  by  law  will  be  effected  through  Federal  and  State  laws  and  regulations  and 
through  Board  policies,  regulations,  resolutions,  decisions,  and  enactments,  and  may  be  in  the 
form  of  written  words  or  in  the  nature  of  charts,  calendars,  schedules,  forms,  maps  or  diagrams; 
all  such  authorizations  by  law,  whether  general  or  special,  shall  stand  as  authority  under  the 
Governing  Board  of  Trustees  until  changed  or  until  they  expire  or  are  repealed. 

By  Federal  and  State  laws  and  regulations,  authority  and  responsibility  for  the  conduct 
of  the  District  are  vested  in  the  Governing  Board.  The  authority  and  responsibility  are  accepted 
and  assumed  by  the  Board. 
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PM  1.10  THE  COMMUNITY  AND  THE  CO\nERNING  BOARD 

The  Governing  Board  recognizes  the  right  of  the  public  to  information  concerning  all  of  | 

its  actions  and  policies,  and  concerning  the  details  of  its  educational  and  business  operations.  " 

Copies  of  the  agenda  of  each  regular  board  meeting  will  be  made  available  to  interested  persons 
and  organization  upon  request  to  the  Chancellor/Superintondont. 

The  Board  recognizes  its  obligation  for  the  dissemination,  throughout  the  district,  of 
information  concerning  its  educational  programs,  and  for  interpreting  these  programs  to  the 
people;  and  further,  the  individual  responsibility  to  represent  the  district  in  the  various 
communities  when  called  upon  to  do  so.  It  is  the  general  policy  of  the  Board  to  welcome  the 
advice  and  assistance  of  all  individuals  and  groups  in  Board  consideration  of  educationeil 
problems  of  the  district.  At  the  same  time,  the  Board  recognizes  that  by  law  it  alone  is 
responsible  for  determining  the  policies  of  the  district. 

It  is  recognized  that,  from  time  to  time,  there  will  be  complaints  and  criticisms  fix)m 
members  of  the  community.  The  official  policy  of  the  Governing  Board  shall  be  as  follows: 

The  channel  for  complaints  and  criticisms  on  which  action  is  requested 
will  be  the  Chancellor's  /Superintendent's  office  or  his/her  designee. 

An  individual  board  member  does  not  have  legal  authority  to  promise 
action  or  correction  in  such  matters. 

Rather  than  conduct  \i\slher  own  investigation  of  a  complaint,  a  board  member 
will  refer  the  complaint  to  the  office  of  the  Chancellor/Superintendent  for 
staff  investigation  and  study.  A  report  and  a  recommendation  will  subsequently 
be  brought  to  the  Board. 

In  general,  complaints  or  criticisms  must  be  presented  in  writing. 

Unless  the  complaint  or  criticism  is  met  by  the  administration  to  the  complete 
satisfaction  of  the  complainant,  the  item  will  be  included  on  the  next  board 
agenda,  and  the  individual  concerned  will  be  invited  to  appear  before  the  Board, 
if  he/she  so  requests,  unless  such  open  discussion  is  inappropriate. 


\ 
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PM  1 . 1 1  CfflEF  ADMINISTRATOR:  AUTHORITY,  SELECTION,  AND  TERM  OF 

OFFICE 

The  Board  accepts  and  establishes  the  office  of  the  Chancellor  as  that  of  Chief  Executive 
Officer  of  the  District,  and  delegates  to  this  office  all  administrative  authority  within  its  power 
except  that  having  to  do  with  the  Chancellor's  own  appointment  or  dismissal,  or  as  otherwise 
especially  provided  in  this  manual. 

The  Chancellor  shall  be  appointed  by  the  Board  of  Trustees  and  serve  for  a  term  or 
terms  not  to  exceed  4  (four)  years  at  an  annual  salary  to  be  fixed  by  the  Board.  The  contract  may 
be  renewed  at  the  discretion  of  the  Board. 

When  the  Chancellor  is  absent  for  30  (thirty)  continuous  days  or  more,  the  Vice 
Chancellor  of  Academic  Affairs  Provost  will  serve  as  the  acting  Chancellor.  When  the 
Chancellor  is  absent  for  fewer  than  30  (thirty)  continuous  days,  the  Chief  Opemting  OfScor 
Vice  Chancellor  of  Finance  and  Administration  shall  serve  as  the  acting  Chancellor. 

When  the  position  of  Chancellor  is  vacant,  pending  the  appointment  of  a  Chancellor  by 
the  Board,  the  Vice  Chancellor  of  Academic  Affairs  Provost  shall  serve  as  the  Interim 
Chancellor. 
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PM2.01       ASSIGNMENT  OF  AUTHORITY  IN  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  COMMUNITY 
COLLEGE  DISTRICT 


In  accordance  with  the  policies  approved  by  the  Governing  Board,  the 
Chancellor/Superintendent  shall  have  the  power  to  recommend  appointments,  assign  functions, 
services,  duties  and  responsibilities  of  the  administrative  divisions  and  the  administrators  therein. 

Job  descriptions  for  each  administrative  position  shall  be  maintained  in  the  office  of 
the  Chancellor/Superintendent  Human  Resources  Office. 


\ 
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PM  2.05  LEGAL  SERVICE 

The  Legal  Adviser  General  Counsel  shall  advise  the  Governing  Board  and  the 
Chancellor/Superintendent  of  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  on  questions  of  law 
affecting  the  operation  of  the  District.  Upon  request,  the  Legal  Advioor  General  Counsel  shall 
render  opinions  interpreting  the  law  affecting  the  District. 

In  conjunction  with  the  City  Attorney,  he  shall  represent  the  Diotrict  in  all  litigation 
affecting  it.  The  Office  of  the  General  Counsel  shall  be  responsible  for  coordination  of  legal 
activities  related  to  litigation  affecting  the  District  The  Office  of  the  General  Counsel  U»  shall 
approve  as  to  form,  and  upon  request  shall  prepare  resolutions,  contracts,  and  other  legal 
instruments. 

He  The  Office  of  the  General  Counsel  shall  maintain  at  all  times  a  complete  and 
accurate  copy  of  all  policies  authorized  by  the  Goveming  Board,  and  under  the  direction  of  the 
Secretary  to  the  Board  shall  perform  such  other  duties  as  are  assigned  to  him  by  the  Board  and 
the  Chancellor/Superintendent  of  the  District. 
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PM  2.06  OFFICIAL  PUBLICATION 

The  Chancellor/Superintendent  shall  direct  the  use  of  publications  such  as  the 
Administrative  Regulations,  the  City  College  Catalog,  the  Communit)^  College  Centers  Catalog, 
the  City  College  Faculty  Handbook,  the  Communit>^  College  Centers  Facult)^  Handbook,  Salary 
Schedules,  and  other  publications  as  may  be  required  to  make  the  policies  of  the  Governing 
Board  effective  in  the  operation  of  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District.  The 
development,  issuance,  and  promulgation  of  these  publications  shall  be  the  responsibility  of  the 
Chancellor/Superintendent  appropriate  administrator.  Such  materials  shall  govern  the  operation 
of  the  District  in  the  manner,  extent,  and  time  period  so  indicated. 


\ 
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PM  3.01       CERTWICAT-ED  ACADEMIC  PERSONNEL  -  GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

The  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  shall  employ  and  maintain  a  staff 
that  is  competently  trained,  physically  and  mentally  healthy,  unified  in  purpose  and  organization, 
and  devoted  to  the  cause  of  public  education  and  to  the  broader  cultural  and  political  purposes  of 
American  Government.  In  administering  this  policy,  the  College  Division  and  the  Community 
College  Centers  Division  shall  observe  all  Federal,  State,  and  local  laws  as  well  as  District 
policies  and  administrative  regulations  bearing  upon  the  recruitment,  eligibility,  selection, 
assignment,  ranking,  efficiency  in  service,  promotion,  transfer,  tenure,  resignation,  dismissal,  and 
retirement  of  all  certificated  academic  employees  of  the  District. 

In  order  to  maintain  a  high  quality  of  classroom  instruction  and  to  encourage 
continuing  self-improvement  by  all  faculty  members,  it  shall  be  the  policy  of  the  Board  to 
provide  adequate  opportunity  for  career  advancement  for  all  teaching  employees  within  the 
teaching  profession;  and  to  implement  this  policy,  prior  service  in  the  District  under  any  kind  of 
appointment  shall  be  given  consideration  in  recruitment  and  selection  of  personnel. 

The  faculty  member  in  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  is  responsible 
to  his  supervisors,  under  whose  direction  the  laws  of  the  State  of  California  as  they  affect 
education  and  the  policies  and  regulations  of  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  shall 
be  enforced. 

Faculty  members  should  understand  that  instruction  of  students  has  the  highest 
priority,  and  that  every  other  activity  must  be  subordinated  so  that  educational  excellence  can  be 
achieved  and  sustained.  It  is  expected  that  faculty  members  will  be  loyal  to  their  profession,  that 
they  will  grow  professionally,  that  they  will  cooperate  with  their  colleagues  and  the 
administrative  staff,  and  that  they  will  be  of  service  to  students.  A  faculty  member's  full-time 
responsibility  includes  service  for  all  days  in  the  academic  calendar,  except  summer  session,  and, 
where  applicable,  an  obligation  to  evaluate  each  student's  academic  achievement  in  accordance 
with  the  pertinent  Division's  grading  standards. 
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PM  3.03       EMPLOYEE  CLASSIFICATIONS 

All  certificated  academic  employees  are  classified  by  the  Education  Code  into  one 
of  the  following  categories: 

Contract  employee  (probationary) 

Regular  employee  (tenured) 

Temporary  employee 

1.  Hourly  employees 

2.  Substitute  Employees 

a)  Day-to-day  substitutes 

b)  Long  term  substitutes 

3.  Funded  by  grant. 

These  classifications  do  not  apply  to  the  Chancellor/Superintendent,  the  President  of 
City  College,  nor  to  the  President  of  the  Community  College  Centers. 
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PM  3.07       BASIS  FOR  EMPLOYMENT 


Cortificated  Academic  personnel  are  employed  on  the  basis  of  merit.  Applicants  are 
judged  on  evidence  of  professional  and  personal  qualifications,  including  educational 
background  and  experience. 

Eligibility  requirements  for  educational  service  in  the  district  not  provided  for  in  the 
State  Education  Code  and  policies  of  the  Governing  Board  shall  be  available  to  all  applicants. 
Eligibility  requirements  shall  differ  with  the  type  of  service  and  shall  be  defined  in  terms  of  the 
special  as  well  as  general  requirements  of  the  different  classes  or  types  of  position. 

An  applicant  to  be  considered  for  aw  certificated  academic  position  must  have  valid 
credentials  in  force  or  be  eligible  for  them  under  the  Education  Code  and  State  regulations. 
Credentials  must  be  filed  with  the  San  Francisco  County  Superintendent  of  Schools. 


I 


101 


PM  3.08       APPLICANT  RECORDS 


Each  applicant  for  a/f  certificated  academic  position  shall  provide  the  District  with 
accurate  information  as  required  on  application  forms.  It  shall  be  the  responsibility  of  the 
applicant  to  ensure  that  transcripts,  educational  records,  verification  of  experience  and  other 
pertinent  material  as  required  by  the  District  be  furnished  as  requested. 
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PM  3.09  EMPLOYEE  REQUIREMENTS 

Before  the  first  day  of  service,  all  employees  must  have  had  reported  to  the  District 
evidence  of  satisfactory  examination  for  the  absence  of  tuberculosis  in  accordance  with  the 
Education  Code.  Persons  hired  into  academic  positions  after  July  1,  1990  who  have  not  previously 
been  employed  by  a  school  or  community  college  district  shall  submit  fingerprints  for  the 
determination  of  criminal  records  which  would  prohibit  their  employment  pursuant  to  Education 
Code,  Section  87405.  In  addition,  all  contract  (probationary)  and  regular  certificated  academic 
employees  shall  be  required  to  pass  satisfactorily  a  health  examination  as  required  in  the 
Administrative  Regulations.  All  employees  must  provide  the  District  with  accurate  and  complete 
information  as  required  by  Federal,  State,  and  local  laws  and  District  regulations.  The  Chancellor 
Superintendent  will  develop  applicable  Administrative  Regulations  to  implement  this  policy. 
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PM3.I0       CONTRACTS 

The  contract  of  a«  certificated  academic  employee  shall  be  established  by  the 
resolution  of  appointment  and  in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  law.  The  contracts  of  all 
certificated  academic  employees  shall  include  the  following: 

A  resolution  of  appointment 

The  calendar  adopted  for  the  position 

The  salary  schedule  applicable  for  the  position. 

The  acceptance  of  the  contract  signifies  willingness  to  comply  with  all  policies  and 
procedures  established  by  the  Governing  Board. 
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PM3.13       HEALTH  AND  WELFARE  BENEFITS 


Establishing  Benefits 


The  Governing  Board  has  the  power  to  fix,  alter,  and  approve  all  health  and  welfare 
benefits  of  certificated  academic  persons  employed  by  the  San  Francisco  Community  College 
District. 
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PM    3.14         SALARY 

Establishing  Salaries 

The  Governing  Board  has  the  power  to  fix,  alter  and  approve  all  salaries  and 
compensations  of  certificated  academic  persons  employed  by  the  San  Francisco  Community 
College  District  in  accordance  with  applicable  law. 

Adoption  of  Salary  Schedule 

A  salary  schedule  adopted  by  the  Governing  Board  is  in  effect  only  for  the  year  for  which 
it  was  adopted.  The  adoption  of  a  salary  schedule  repeals  all  former  policies  and  regulations  in 
conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  newly  adopted  schedule. 

Additional  Compensation  -  Military  Training  and  Active  Military  Duty 

Any  payment  of  salary  or  compensation  to  an  employee  during  military  leave  for  training 
or  active  military  duty  shall  be  as  provided  for  in  the  Military  and  Veterans  Code  and  the 
Education  Code.  Upon  cessation  of  the  required  payment  of  salary  or  compensation  as  provided 
by  law,  an  employee  who  is  a  member  of  a  reserve  component  of  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States  or  a  member  of  the  National  Guard,  upon  application  to  the  District  may  be  eligible  to 
receive  additional  periodic  compensation  from  the  District.  This  additional  periodic 
compensation  shall  be  an  amount  which,  when  added  to  the  periodic  compensation  he/she  is 
receiving  from  the  military,  shall  approximately  equal  the  basic  contractual  periodic  salary 
payment  the  District  would  be  obligated  to  pay  the  employee  if  he/she  were  actually  rendering 
required  service  to  the  District  during  the  employee  Is  regular  work  calendar,  but  excluding 
additional  compensation  such  as  stipends,  extra  pay  assignments  or  overtime  assignments. 

The  employee  is  eligible  for  this  additional  compensation  only  during  his/her  active 
military  duty  and  only  during  such  periods  where  such  active  military  duty  is  involuntary  and 
only  where  such  active  military  duty  occurs  during  the  required  days  of  service  of  the  employee. 
The  District  shall  not  pay  any  such  additional  compensation  unless  the  employee  applies  in  a 
timely  manner  to  the  District  and  provides  satisfactory  documentation  in  a  timely  manner  as  to 
his/her  military  salary  and  other  information  for  the  time  period  as  required  by  the  District.  To 
the  extent  permitted  by  law,  the  District  also  shall  not  pay  any  such  additional  compensation 
unless  and  until  the  employee  has  satisfied  his/her  obligations  to  the  District  in  a  timely  manner, 
including  but  not  limited  to  the  timely  repayment  of  any  overpayments  of  salary  to  the  District. 

It  is  the  intent  of  the  District  not  to  confer  any  other  benefit  by  this  policy  other  than  a  benefit 
of  additional  compensation  beyond  the  thirty  days  as  required  by  the  Military  and  Veterans  Code  and 
the  Education  Code;  and  the  District  shall  determine,  in  its  sole  discretion,  applicable  rules  and 
regulations  to  implement  this  policy  which  may  include  the  voiding  of  the  benefit  if  this  intent  is  not 
met. 
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PM3.15       CERTIFICAT-Ee  /^C4Z?^M/C  EMPLOYEES'  LOAD  POLICY 

Schedule  I  and  Schedule  II  Certificated  Academic  Employees  may,  when  deemed  to 
serve  the  best  interest  of  the  students  and  the  District,  be  assigned  evening,  Saturday,  and 
summer  classes  and/or  assignments  and  these  assignments  shall  be  credited  as  part  of  their 
contractual  load  as  set  forth  in  this  section. 

Formula  Used  in  the  Computation  of  Certificated  Academic  Employees'  Load.  The 
basic  load  in  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  is  calculated  as  follows  and  should, 
over  a  two-year  period  of  time,  average  fifteen  teaching  units  per  semester. 

Size  Factor 

Credit  lecture  class  1 .00  x  hours  scheduled 

Credit  lecture-laboratory  class  .75  x  hours  scheduled 

Credit  laboratory-performance  class  .67  x  hours  scheduled 

Credit  English  composition-type  class  1.25  x  hours  scheduled 

High  school  credit  class  .60  x  hours  scheduled 

Credit  free  class-ungraded  .60  x  hours  scheduled 

Counseling  .50  x  hours  scheduled 

Librarian  .50  x  hours  scheduled 

Instructional ly  related  assignments  .43  x  hours  scheduled 

In  addition  to  a  specific  load,  certificated  academic  employees  are  expected  to 
devote  a  reasonable  amount  of  time  to  professional  responsibilities  such  as  conferring  with  and 
assisting  students;  serving  on  faculty  and  departmental  committees;  attending  meetings  called  by 
the  administration,  department  and  faculty  groups. 

Instructors  at  City  College  of  San  Francisco  are  required  to  hold  at  least  two  office 
hours  a  week. 

In  addition  to  their  assigned  classroom  teaching.  Community  College  Centers 
Schedule  I  Instructors  are  required  to  be  on  site  for  professional  responsibility  five  hours  per 
week.  In  addition  to  their  assigned  classroom  teaching.  Community  College  Centers  Schedule  II 
Instructors  are  required  to  be  on  site  for  professional  responsibility  four  hours  per  week. 

DEFINITION  OF  VARIOUS  TYPES  OF  CLASSES 

Lecture  Class.  A  class  wherein  the  instructor  devotes  his  time  in  class  to  a 
presentation  of  the  subject  matter,  and  discussion  or  problem  solving,  or  both.  Time  outside 
class  is  devoted  to  preparation  and  to  criticizing  and  evaluating  written  assignments  and 
examinations. 

Size  factor  for  credit  lectures: 

Student  Enrollment 

1        -         19  .8  X  lecture  hours 

20  50  1 .0  X  lecture  hours 

51       -         100  1.5  X  lecture  hours 

More  than  100  2.0  x  lecture  hours 

Lecture-Laboratory  Class.  A  class  wherein  the  instructor  devotes  approximately  50 
percent  of  his  class  time  to  lecturing  and  the  remainder  of  the  time  to  supervision  of  students  who 
are  working  on  laboratory  experiments  and  exercises.  Time  outside  class  is  devoted  to 
preparation  and  to  correction  of  examinations  and  written  assignments. 
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PM3.15       CERTmCAT^^  ACADEMIC  EMPLOYEES'  LOAD  POLICY(  continued) 

Laboratory-Perfoirnance  Class.  (1)  A  class  wherein  the  instructor  devotes  the  major 
portion  of  his  class  time  to  the  supervision  of  students  who  arc  working  on  laboratory 
experiments  and  exercises;  time  outside  class  is  devoted  to  preparation  and  to  criticizing  and 
evaluating  written  assignments  and  examinations.  Or  (2)  a  class  wherein  the  instructor  devotes  a 
considerable  portion  of  class  time  to  lecturing  and  demonstrating  skills  and  techniques,  and  the 
balance  of  the  time  to  the  supervision  of  student  performance  and  the  administration  of  a  variety 
of  tests. 

English-Composition-Type  Class.  A  lecture  class  wherein  an  instructor  is  required 
to  devote  an  extraordinary  amount  of  time  outside  class  to  criticizing  and  evaluating  written 
assignments  and  examinations. 

High  School  Credit  Class.  One  wherein  credit  toward  high  school  graduation  is 
awarded. 

Credit  Free  Adult  Class.  One  that  is  offered  in  the  Centers  Division  and  for  which 
no  credit  is  granted. 

Instructionallv  related  Assignments.    Are  those  that  are  related  and  supportive  of 
instruction  and  learning  such  as  instructional  media  service,  curriculum  coordination  and 
development,  departmental  supervision,  publications  preparation  and  sponsorship  of  activities. 
A  teaching  unit  is  awarded  for  each  two  and  one-third  hours  of  such  service. 
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PM3.16       TRANSFER 


A  certificated  academic  employee  in  an  administrative  position  in  the  San  Francisco 
Community  College  District  shall  be  entitled  at  his  option  to  be  reassigned  to  a  non- 
administrative  certificated  academic  position  equivalent  to  the  one  he  previously  held  in  the 
District. 
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PM3.17       ABSENCES  -  LEAVES  OF  ABSENCE 

A.       GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

These  provisions/policy  sections  are  applicable  only  to  unrepresented  academic 
employees. 

Leaves  of  absence  are  granted  to  contract  and  regular  academic  employees  both  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  State  Education  Code  and  the  policy  of  the  San  Francisco 
Community  College  District.  It  is  the  intent  of  such  policy  that  the  mutual  welfare  of  the 
employee  and  the  District  be  served.  Abridgement  of  leave  upon  the  request  of  the  employee 
may  be  granted  at  the  discretion  of  the  District.  Rules  and  regulations  concerning  salary 
adjustments,  deductions,  required  payments,  and  effect  on  salary  increments  relative  to  all  leaves 
of  absence  as  well  as  eligibility  thereof  are  to  be  found  in  the  Administrative  Regulations. 

An  employee  on  any  leave  of  absence  which  is  longer  than  two  months  shall  notify 
the  Certificated  Academic  Services  Office  in  writing  of  intention  to  return  to  duty  at  least  two 
weeks  in  advance  of  the  intended  expiration  of  such  leave.  Where  the  leave  extends  beyond  a 
summer  or  vacation  period,  the  employee  shall  give  notice  in  writing  of  his  intention  to  return  to 
duty  at  least  six  weeks  before  the  close  of  the  semester  preceding  termination  of  leave.  The 
Chancellor/Superintendent  is  empowered  to  waive  this  provision  in  the  case  of  extenuating 
circumstances. 


B.  LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE  -  PERSONAL  BUSINESS/STUDY/TRAVEL 

Such  leaves  may  be  granted  by  the  Governing  Board  upon  recommendation  of  the 
Chancellor/Superintendent  for  a  period  of  up  to  one  year  without  pay.  The  Governing  Board, 
upon  recommendation  of  the  Chancellor/Superintendent,  may  extend  such  leaves  for  a  period  not 
to  exceed  a  total  of  two  years  from  the  beginning  of  the  original  leave. 

These  leaves  may  not  be  granted  to  a  contract  employee  (probationary)  except  in 
such  instances  as  the  Chancellor/Superintendent  may  recommend  for  the  benefit  of  the  District. 

When  the  employee  has  returned  from  such  a  leave,  he  must  serve  a  period  of  three 
full-time  years  in  the  District  before  becoming  eligible  for  another  leave  of  this  sort.  (One  year 
shall  be  at  least  75  percent  of  the  service  days  required). 

C.  LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE  -  REST 

Such  a  leave  may  be  granted  by  the  Governing  Board  upon  recommendation  of  the 
Chancellor/Superintendent  for  a  period  not  to  extend  beyond  the  end  of  the  school  year  in  which 
the  leave  is  granted.  The  leave  shall  be  without  pay. 

D.  LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE  FOR  PHYSICAL  OR  MENTAL  DISABILITY 

When  the  physical  or  mental  condition  of  a  certificated  academic  employee 
apparently  renders  him  unfit  for  service,  the  Chancellor/Superintendent  shall  require  that  the 
certificated  academic  employee  be  examined  by  a  physician  to  determine  his  physical  or  mental 
fitness  for  service. 

In  accordance  with  the  physician's  findings,  the  employee  may  be  granted  this  leave 
of  absence. 

110 


J 


PM3.17       ABSENCES  -  LEAVES  OF  ABSENCE  (Continued) 

When  a  certificated  academic  employee  has  been  granted  leave  of  absence  or  has 
been  absent  from  duty  because  of  physical  or  mental  disability  for  a  period  not  less  than  thirty 
teaching  days,  the  Chancellor/Superintendent  may  require  that  he  be  examined  before  returning 
to  duty  by  a  physician  to  determine  the  fitness  for  service  of  the  employee. 

E.       MILITARY  LEAVES 

Provisions.  Leaves  of  absence  for  duty  in  the  armed  services  shall  be  governed  by 
the  provision  of  the  State  Education  Code  and  the  Military  and  Veterans  Code  and  the  policies 
and  regulations  adopted  by  the  Governing  Board. 

Certificated  Academic  Employees  Returning  from  Military  Leave.  Such  employees 
have  the  right  to  reinstatement  provided  that  such  right  shall  not  extend  to  any  employee  who 
fails  to  return  to  the  school  district  within  12  months  after  the  first  date  upon  which  he  could 
terminate  his  active  service  with  the  armed  forces.  Employees  returning  from  military  leave  have 
the  right  to  reinstatement  regardless  of  physical  condition.  Education  Code  Section  87700 
provides  that  an  employee  has  the  right  to  immediate  reemployment  upon  being  placed  on 
inactive  duty  if  application  is  made  within  ninety  days  from  the  date  of  discharge  from  the  armed 
forces.  No  provision  contained  in  the  law  prescribes  that  the  veteran  must  pass  a  physical 
examination.  After  reinstatement,  however,  the  same  rules  concerning  physical  and  mental 
fitness  prescribed  by  the  Governing  Board  for  all  employees  are  likewise  applicable  to  the 
returning  veteran. 

Leaves  for  Study  Upon  Return  from  Service.  Certificated  Academic  employees 
who  have  returned  from  military  leave  may,  upon  the  recommendation  of  the 
Chancellor/Superintendent,  be  granted  leaves  of  absence  for  such  periods  of  time  as  are 
necessary  in  order  to  avail  themselves  of  the  opportunity  for  ftirther  study  as  authorized  by  the 
Federal  Government,  regardless  of  the  limitations  imposed  by  existing  policies  and  regulations  of 
the  Governing  Board  relating  to  leaves  of  absence. 

Reporting  to  Draft  Board.    The  Chancellor/Superintendent  is  authorized  to  excuse  . 
without  loss  of  salary  any  certificated  academic  employee  who  may  be  ordered  by  his  Draft 
Board  to  report  for  physical  examination  or  other  reason,  and  ftirther  authorization  is  given  for 
the  payment,  when  necessary,  of  a  substitute  for  his  period  of  absence. 

F.  LEAVES  FOR  SERVICE  IN  THE  AMERICAN  RED  CROSS  AND  UNITED 
STATES  MERCHANT  MARINE 

The  provisions  relating  to  leaves  of  absence  for  certificated  academic  employees 
entering  the  Armed  Services  are  applicable  also  to  all  members  of  the  certificated  academic  staff 
who  entered  into  the  fiill-time  paid  service  of  the  American  Red  Cross  between  September  1 7, 
1940  and  June  30,  1948,  or  who  entered  into  the  full-time  paid  service  of  the  United  States 
Merchant  Marine  between  July  1,  1943  and  June  30,  1948. 

G.  MATERNITY  LEAVE 

An  employee  may  request  such  a  leave  because  of  pregnancy,  miscarriage,  childbirth 
and  recovery.  The  length  of  the  leave  shall  be  determined  by  the  employee  and  the  employee's 
physician. 
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PM3.17       ABSENCES  -  LEAVES  OF  ABSENCE  (Continued) 

Disabilities  caused  or  contributed  to  by  pregnancy,  miscarriage,  childbirth,  and 
recovery  arc,  for  all  job-rated  purposes,  temporary  disabilities  and  shall  be  treated  under  sick 
leave  provisions  of  the  District. 

H.       CHILD  CARE  LEAVE 

Such  a  leave  may  be  granted  by  the  Governing  Board  upon  the  recommendation  of 
the  Chancellor/Superintendent  for  a  period  of  up  to  six  months  without  pay.  The  leave  shall  be 
in  connection  with  the  birth  or  adoption  of  a  child.  The  Governing  Board,  upon  the 
recommendation  of  the  Chancellor/Superintendent,  may  extend  such  leaves  for  not  more  than 
one  school  year. 

L    LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE  -  CARE  OF  RELATIVE 

Such  a  leave  may  be  granted  by  the  Governing  Board  upon  recommendation  of  the 
Chancellor/Superintendent  to  care  for  first  degree  relatives  for  a  period  of  six  months.  This  leave 
shall  be  without  pay.  First  degree  relatives  shall  include  husband,  wife,  children,  parents  (or 
former  legal  guardian),  brothers  and  sisters,  or  other  relatives  of  the  immediate  household.  If 
such  leave  terminates  during  the  last  two  months  of  any  school  term,  the  leave  may  be  extended 
to  the  end  of  that  term  by  the  Governing  Board  upon  the  recommendation  of  the 
Chancellor/Superintendent. 

J.        LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE  -  DECREASED  ENROLLMENT  IN  CENTERS 
DIVISION 

Such  a  leave  without  pay  may  be  granted  by  the  Governing  Board  upon  the 
recommendation  of  the  Chancellor/Superintendent  for  one-year  periods  and  renewed  annually 
thereafter  upon  the  request  of  an  employee  in  the  Centers  Division  when  enrollment  has  become 
too  small  to  justify  continuance. 

K.       LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE  -  EXCHANGE  PURPOSES 

Such  a  leave  may  be  granted  by  the  Governing  Board  upon  the  recommendation  of 
the  Chancellor/Superintendent  for  a  period  of  up  to  one  academic  year.  Rules  and  regulations 
governing  eligibility  for  and  required  service  upon  return  from  such  a  leave  are  to  be  found  in  the 
Administrative  Regulations. 

L.       SABBATICAL  LEAVE 

It  shall  be  the  policy  of  the  Governing  Board  to  grant  a  limited  number  of  sabbatical 
leaves  not  to  exceed  4  percent  on  leave  at  any  one  time  to  the  following  category  of  certificated 
academic  employees,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  California  Education  Code: 

All  administrators  employed  in  the  District. 

Rules  and  regulations  governing  eligibility  for  and  required  service  upon  return  from 
such  a  leave  are  to  be  found  in  the  Administrative  Regulations. 
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PM3.17       ABSENCES  -  LEAVES  OF  ABSENCE  (Continued) 

M.      EMERGENCY  LEAVE 

An  employee  may  be  absent  without  pay  because  of  an  emergency  for  a  period  not  to 
exceed  three  service  days.  Regulations  pertaining  thereto  are  to  be  found  in  the  Administrative 
Regulations  and  appropriate  Faculty  Handbook. 

PM  3 . 1 7       ABSENCES  -  LEAVES  OF  ABSENCE  (Continued) 

N.       SICK  LEAVE 

An  employee  is  allowed  ten  days  of  sick  leave  with  pay  each  school  year.  An 
employee  on  an  administrative  salary  schedule  and  calendar  is  allowed  12  days  each  school  year. 
Sick  leave  days  are  cumulative.  An  employee  on  sick  leave  for  more  than  five  consecutive 
service  days  must  submit  a  medical  certificate  academic  with  diagnosis.  Regulations  concerning 
sick  leave  forms  are  to  be  found  in  the  Administrative  Regulations  and  appropriate  Faculty 
Handbook. 

O.       ABSENCE  FOR  TUBERCULOSIS  EXAMINATION 

An  employee  may  be  excused  for  a  limited  time  without  a  loss  in  salary,  for  the 
purpose  of  securing  an  X-ray  examination  or  other  appropriate  examination  for  the  absence  of 
tuberculosis  as  required  by  the  District. 

P.       BEREAVEMENT  LEAVE 

Immediate  Family 

A  certificated  academic  employee  may  absent  himself  for  up  to  three  consecutive 
days  (five  days,  if  out  of  state  travel  is  necessitated)  without  loss  in  salary  on  account  of  the  death 
of  any  member  of  the  immediate  family.  Immediate  family  shall  include  the  mother,  father,  legal 
guardian,  grandfather,  grandmother,  or  a  grandchild  of  the  employee  or  of  the  spouse  of  the 
employee;  the  spouse,  son,  son-in-law,  daughter,  daughter-in-law,  brother  or  sister  of  the 
employee,  or  any  relative  of  the  immediate  household. 

Second  Degree  Relatives 

A  certificated  academic  employee  may  absent  himself  for  one  day  without  loss  in 
salary  on  account  of  the  death  of  any  second  degree  relative.  Second  degree  relatives  shall 
include  uncles,  aunts,  nephews,  nieces,  brothers-in-law,  and  sisters-in-law.  Education  Code 
Section  87788. 

Q.       ABSENCE  BECAUSE  OF  INDUSTRIAL  ACCIDENT  AND  ILLNESS 

Absence  for  industrial  accidents  and  illnesses  for  certificated  academic  employees 
shall  be  covered  by  the  provisions  of  State  Education  Code  Section  87787. 
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PM3.17       ABSENCHS  -  LEAVES  OF  ABSENCE  (Continued) 

R.       ABSENCE  ON  HOLY  DAYS  -  DAYS  OF  PERSONAL  NECESSITY 

An  employee  may  be  absent  for  days  of  special  religious  significance  or  for  personal 
necessities  not  to  exceed  six  days  in  any  academic  year.  Such  days  are  not  cumulative  and  are  to 
be  deducted  from  sick  leave,  provided  the  days  allowed  do  not  exceed  the  number  of  accu- 
mulated days  of  sick  leave  to  which  the  employee  is  entitled. 

S.       JURY  DUTY  AND  WITNESS  LEAVE 

Leave  of  absence  for  jury  service  will  be  granted  to  an  employee  who  has  been 
officially  summoned  to  jury  duty  in  Federal,  State,  or  local  courts.  Leave  will  be  granted  for  the 
period  of  the  jury  service.  The  employee  shall  receive  full  pay  while  on  leave  provided  that  the 
jury  service  fee  for  such  service  is  assigned  to  the  District.  Request  for  jury  service  leave  should 
be  made  by  presenting  the  official  court  summons  to  jury  service. 

Leave  of  absence  to  serve  as  a  witness  in  a  court  case  shall  be  granted  when  the 
employee  has  been  served  a  subpoena  to  appear  as  a  witness,  not  as  the  litigant  in  the  case.  The 
length  of  the  leave  shall  be  granted  for  the  number  of  days  of  attendance  in  court  as  certified  by 
the  clerk  or  other  authorized  officer  of  the  court.  The  employee  shall  receive  full  pay  during  the 
leave  period,  provided  that  the  witness  fee  for  such  leave  is  assigned  to  the  District.  Request  for 
leave  of  absence  to  serve  as  a  witness  should  be  made  by  presenting  the  official  court  summons. 

The  jury  service  fee  and  witness  fee  do  not  include  reimbursement  for  transportation 
expenses. 

An  employee  who  has  received  a  leave  of  absence  for  jury  or  witness  service  shall  be 
available  for  work  during  hours  when  the  employee's  presence  is  not  required  in  court. 

T.       CHANCELLOR/SUPERINTENDENT  LEAVE 

The  Chancellor/Superintendent  may  grant  leave  without  pay  for  personal  business 
for  not  more  than  twenty  teaching  days  without  Governing  Board  action. 
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PM3.19  TENURE/ADMINISTRATOR'S  RIGHTS  TO  A  FACULTY  POSITION 

A  contract  cortificated  academic  employee  who  has  not  been  dismissed  under  the 
provisions  of  law  shall  be  classified  as  regular  (tenured)  upon  completion  of  two  years  of  service 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Education  Code.  This  policy  grants  tenure  as  regular 
employees  (e.g.  instructor  or  staff)  to  administrators  who  have  not  been  dismissed  and  who  have 
completed  two  years  of  service  as  a  certificated  academic  employee.  Administrators  may  not 
obtain  tenure  rights  to  administrative  status,  but  do  obtain  tenure  as  regular  employees.  PM-suant 
to  the,  California  Education  Code,  this  paragraph  applies  to  faculty  whose  first  date  of  paid 
probationary  service  was  before  June  30,  1991,  and  applies  to  administrators  whose  first  date  of 
paid  service  was  before  June  30,  1990. 

It  shall  be  the  policy  of  the  Governing  Board  to  grant  regular  status  (tenure)  only  to 
those  academic  employees  who  have  clearly  and  fully  demonstrated  their  competency. 

A.  Faculty 

Faculty  may  gain  tenure  pursuant  to  procedures  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Trustees  and  the 
faculty's  exclusive  representative  pursuant  to  the  California  Education  Code. 

B.  Academic  Administrators 

Procedures  governing  the  right  of  certain  administrators  to  a  faculty  position  shall  be 
adopted  by  the  Board  of  Trustees  and  shall  become  Administrative  Regulations.  For  these 
purposes,  academic  administrators  shaft  mean  management  employees. 
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PM  3.20       TERMINATION  OF  SERVICES 


Services  of  certificated  academic  employees  may  be  terminated  only  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  State  Education  Code.  Recommendations  for  termination  of  services 
of  certificated  academic  employees  shall  be  initiated  by  the  supervising  administrator  and 
channeled  through  the  appropriate  division  to  the  Chancellor/Superintendent. 
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PM  3.24       EMPLOYEE  ORGANIZATIONS 

Distribution  of  Materials  in  Schools  by  Employee  Organizations. 

All  organizations  of  school  employees  may  use  school  delivery  service  for 
transmitting  notices  to  employees.  Such  materials  shall  be  presented  for  delivery  clearly 
addressed  to  each  school  property  packaged  or  sealed  in  envelopes.  The  Chancellor 
/Superintendent  assumes  no  responsibility  for  the  delivery  or  content  of  such  material. 

Names  and  Addresses  of  School  Employees. 

Employees'  organizations  desiring  names  and  addresses  of  District  employees  shall 
submit  a  written  request  to  the  Chancellor/Superintendent.  Only  one  list  shall  be  furnished  an 
organization  each  year;  the  former  listing  held  by  the  organization  is  to  be  returned.  Requests 
from  groups  other  than  those  specified  above  shall  be  submitted  in  writing  to  the  Chancellor 
/Superintendent.  Permission  can  only  be  granted  with  employee  consent. 

Membership  in  Professional  and  Employee  Organizations. 

The  Governing  Board  has  approved  the  following  policies  for  the  District  covering 
membership  in  professional  and  employee  organizations: 

All  certificated  academic  employees  and  all  classified  employees  of  the  San 
Francisco  Community  College  District  shall  have  complete  freedom  in  selecting  the  professional 
or  employee  organizations,  if  any,  which  they  may  wish  to  join,  without  coercion  of  any  kind 
from  any  administrative  officer  or  other  District  employees. 

Whatever  courtesies  are  extended  to  any  employee  organizafion  in  the  District  shall 
be  fully  and  unreservedly  extended  to  all  employee  organizations. 

The  use  of  any  coercion  or  pressure  by  any  administrative  officer  or  other  district 
employee  to  influence  any  certificated  academic  or  classified  employee  to  join  or  refrain  from 
joining  any  organization  shall  be  deemed  to  be  unprofessional  conduct. 
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PM  3.25       PUBLICATIONS  OF  ARTICLES  AND  PRODUCTIONS  BY  EMPLOYEES 


The  limitations  on  use  of  productions  of  employees  in  the  public  schools  is  governed 
by  Sections  78900  to  78906  of  the  State  Education  Code,  which  clearly  state  that  no  member  of 
the  Governing  Board,  officer,  or  employee  of  the  District  shall  act  as  agent  for  any  author, 
publisher,  bookseller,  or  any  other  person  to  introduce  any  book,  apparatus,  furniture,  or  so 
contract  for,  or  receive  any  gift  or  reward  for  introducing  or  recommending  the  article.  These 
sections  do  not  prohibit  a/i  certificated  academic  employee  in  the  District  from  receiving 
royalties  or  other  compensation  from  the  publisher  or  producer  of  a  book  or  other  instructional 
material  written  and  designed  by  the  employee  and  adopted  or  purchased  by  the  State  or  by  any 
school  district  other  than  compensation  paid  as  commission  to  the  employee  for  negotiating  sales 
to  the  District.  The  District  shall  not  claim  the  right  to  receive  any  such  royalty  or  compensation 
due  to  any  employee  unless  the  material  was  prepared  during  the  normal  working  day  during 
which  the  employee  is  required  to  be  on  duty. 

Violations  of  the  above  regulations  shall  be  deemed  unprofessional  conduct. 
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PM  4.02  SALARIES 

Compensation    of   non  certificated    classified    employees    shall    be    fixed    in 
accordance  with  applicable  provisions  of  law. 

Any  payment  of  salary  or  compensation  to  an  employee  during  military 
leave  for  training  or  active  military  duty  shall  be  as  provided  for  in  the  Military  and  Veterans 
Code  and  the  Education  Code.  Upon  cessation  of  the  required  payment  of  salary  or  compensation 
as  provided  by  law,  an  employee  who  is  a  member  of  a  reserve  component  of  the  Armed  Forces 
of  the  United  States  or  a  member  of  the  National  Guard,  upon  application  to  the  District  may  be 
eligible  to  receive  additional  periodic  compensation  from  the  District.  This  additional  periodic 
compensation  shall  be  an  amount  which,  when  added  to  the  periodic  compensation  he/she  is 
receiving  from  the  military,  shall  approximately  equal  the  basic  contractual  periodic  salary 
payment  the  District  would  be  obligated  to  pay  the  employee  if  he/she  were  actually  rendering 
required  service  to  the  District  during  the  employee  Is  regular  work  calendar,  but  excluding 
additional  compensation  such  as  stipends,  extra  pay  assignments  or  overtime  assignments. 

The  employee  is  eligible  for  this  additional  compensation  only  during  his/her  active  military  duty 
and  only  during  such  periods  where  such  active  military  duty  is  involuntary  and  only  where  such 
active  military  duty  occurs  during  the  required  days  of  service  of  the  employee.  The  District 
shall  not  pay  any  such  additional  compensation  unless  the  employee  applies  in  a  timely  manner 
to  the  District  and  provides  satisfactory  documentation  in  a  timely  manner  as  to  his/her  military 
salary  and  other  information  for  the  time  period  as  required  by  the  District.  To  the  extent 
permitted  by  law,  the  District  also  shall  not  pay  any  such  additional  compensation  unless  and 
until  the  employee  has  satisfied  his/her  obligations  to  the  District  in  a  timely  manner,  including 
but  not  limited  to  the  timely  repayment  of  any  overpayments  of  salary  to  the  District. 

It  is  the  intent  of  the  District  not  to  confer  any  other  benefit  by  this  policy  other  than  a  benefit  of 
additional  compensation  beyond  the  thirty  days  as  required  by  the  Military  and  Veterans  Code 
and  the  Education  Code;  and  the  District  shall  determine,  in  its  sole  discretion,  applicable  rules 
and  regulations  to  implement  this  policy  which  may  include  the  voiding  of  the  benefit  if  this 
intent  is  not  met. 
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PM  4.09       USE  OF  SLURS 


It  is  the  policy  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  San  Francisco  Community 
College  District  and  each  of  its  officials,  employees  and  agents  acting  in  their  official  capacity  to 
treat  all  persons  equally  and  respectfully  and  to  refrain  from  the  willful  or  negligent  use  of  slurs 
against  any  person  on  the  basis  of  race,  color,  creed,  national  origin,  ancestry,  age,  sex,  sexual 
orientation  or  disability  contained  in  Policy  Manual  3.02.  A  slur  as  used  in  this  policy  is  a  word 
or  combination  of  words  that  by  its  very  utterance  inflicts  injury,  offers  little  opportunity  for 
response,  appeals  not  to  rational  faculties,  or  is  an  unessential  or  gratuitous  part  of  any  exposition 
of  fact  or  opinion.  All  persons  are  entitled  by  law  to  the  right  of  equal  treatment  and  respect. 
Slurs  deprive  members  of  the  protected  groups  of  this  right  by  holding  them  up  to  public 
contempt,  ridicule,  shame,  and  disgrace  and  causing  them  to  be  shunned,  avoided  or  injured  in 
their  occupation.  By  promoting  ill  will  and  rancor,  slurs  diminish  peace  and  order. 

The  use  of  such  slurs  by  Grty  District  officials  or  employees  will  be  considered  by 
commissions,  departments,  agencies,  boards,  or  appointing  authorities  as  prima  facie  evidence  of 
the  lack  of  competence  of  said  Gity  District  officials  and  employees.  Evidence  of  usage  of  such 
slurs  shall  be  entered  in  job  performance  evaluations  and  shall  be  considered  in  evaluating  the 
fitness  of  Gify  District  employees. 
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PM  5.01  STUDENT  ACTIVITIES 

A.  General  Purposes 

Student  activities  are  recognized  by  the  District  as  an  integral  part  of  a  total 
educational  program.  The  instructional  and  student  services  departments  are  therefore, 
authorized  to  provide  and  encourage  activity  and  leadership  programs  designed  to  afford 
students  with  experiences  that  have  educational  value  for  them  as  individuals  in  their  social 
relationships  and  in  the  exercise  of  their  responsibilities  as  citizens.  These  activities  are 
considered  to  be  the  workshop  in  which  many  classroom  concepts  are  put  into  practice. 
Administrators  are  authorized  to  provide  adequate  facilities,  to  allow  for  time  in  their  regular 
schedules  for  individuals  and  groups  to  participate  in  such  programs,  and  to  assign  persoimel 
full  or  part-time  to  the  supervision  of  these  programs. 

In  implementing  District  student  activity  programs,  the  administration  shall  apply  the 
following  general  policies: 

.  An  official  organization  of  the  student  body  shall  be  established  to  be  known  as  the 
Associated  Students.  This  organization  is  empowered  to  develop  its  structure  of  government, 
its  fiscal  policy,  privileges  of  membership,  election  code,  code  of  ethics,  and  the  regulations 
of  clubs.  In  so  doing  it  will  establish  controls  to  insure  compliance  with  all  laws  applicable 
to  California  Community  College  student  government  and  student  activities,  including  those 
dealing  with  memberships  and  initiation  and  with  financial  and  accounting  procedures. 

No  student  is  required  to  pay  any  fee  or  deposit  not  specifically  authorized  by  law.  Fees 
or  deposits  charged  by  student  organizations  in  which  the  membership  is  entirely  voluntary 
are  in  themselves  voluntary  assessments,  and  they  shall  not  be  the  cause  for  denying  any 
student  the  right  to  participate  in  any  of  the  organized  activities  of  the  District. 

Student  body  membership  shall  not  be  a  condition  of  District  enrollment.  However, 
the  campuses  are  authorized  to  permit  the  sale  of  such  memberships,  and  the  Associated 
Students  may  require  such  membership  of  students  participating  in  activities  using  which  use 
only  Associated  Student  Funds,  facilities,  supplies,  equipment,  and  property. 

All  student  activities  conducted  on  campus  must  comply  with  established 
requirements  and  each  campus  will  publish  procedures  to  this  end.  Such  requirements  will 
include  provisions  for  stajf  and  faculty  sponsorships  and  faculty  supervision.  Neither  the 
District  nor  the  Associated  Students  will  assume  any  responsibility  for  activities  held  off- 
campus  which  do  not  comply  with  the  requirements  set  by  the  administration  and 
requirements  of  the  Education  Code. 

No  action  will  be  taken  by  the  Associated  Students  which  will  interfere  with  lawful 
freedom  of  speech  and  assembly  or  otherwise  deny  access  to  an  activity  on  the  booio  of  raoo, 
color,  national  origin,  ethnic  group  identification,  religion,  age,  sex,  marital  otatus,  ooxual 
orientation,  or  phyoical  or  mental  disability,  those  bases  as  contained  in  Policy  Manual 
Section  5.07. 
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B.  Vending  Machines  and  Food  Concessions  Operated  by  Student  Body  Organizations 

Student  body  organizations  may  be  granted  permission  to  operate  campus  vending 
machines  and  food  concessions  when  authorized  by  the  Chancellor,  provided  the  request 
bears  the  prior  approval  of  the  appropriate  administrator  and  otherwise  conforms  to 
requirements  for  such  operations  as  may  be  determined  as  reasonable  by  the  District 
administration. 

C.  Physical  Examinations 

Each  student  participating  in  interscholastic  athletics  is  required  to  pass  a  medical 
examination.  This  examination  is  to  cover  the  academic  year  of  competition. 

"Physician's  Report  of  Medical  Examination"  must  be  signed  by  the  parent  or 
guardian  of  the  athlete,  if  he  or  she  is  a  minor,  and  by  the  examining  physician. 


{ 
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PM  5.03  STUDENT  SERVICES 

Responsibility  for  the  planning,  development,  coordination,  and  evaluation  of  student 
services  will  usually  be  delegated  by  the  Chancellor  to  the  appropriate  persons  and  in 
accordance  with  District  policies  relating  to  shared  governance.  The  Provost  Vice  Chancellor 
of  Student  Development  will  present  organizational  plans  of  the  responsibilities  of  the  staff 
in  each  student  services  program  and  any  revisions  thereof  to  the  Chancellor. 

The  College  will  develop  and  maintain  guidelines  and  regulations  for  the 
coordination  of  student  programs  and  services  to  meet  the  postsecondary  educational  needs 
of  College  students. 
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PM  5.05  ADMISSION.  CLASSIFICATION,  TUITION.  AND  ENROLLMENT 

A.  Admission 

The  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  admits  all  California  residents  and 
nonresidents  who  possess  a  high  school  diploma  or  the  equivalent  in  accordance  with  all 
applicable  State  regulations.  The  District  also  admits  other  persons  over  1 8  years  of  age 
who  are  capable  of  profiting  from  the  instruction  offered.  Studonto  without  a  high  oohool 
diploma  or  the  equivalent  ohall  bo  admitted  qo  proviDional  otudento.  In  addition,  the  District 
admits  persons  under  the  age  of  18  years  who  do  not  possess  a  high  school  diploma  or  the 
equivalent  as  "special  part-time  students"  or  on  a  full-time  basis  as  provisional  students. 

Restrictions  on  admission  may  be  imposed  in  accordance  with  state  law  for  the 
following  reasons: 

1.  Protection  of  the  financial  health  of  the  District,  and  of  educational  program 
integrity,  including,  but  not  limited  to  maintenance  of  the  appropriate  quality  and 
scope  of  student  educational  opportunity. 

2.  The  need  to  avoid  overcrowding,  in  light  of  the  available  space  of  the  District. 

3.  The  priority  that  resident  students  not  be  displaced  by  students  who  do  not  reside 
in  the  District. 

4.  The  avoidance  of  serious  disruption  in  the  ethnic  balance  of  the  student  population 
of  the  District. 

B.  California  Residency  Ctassification 

The  College  shall  promulgate  regulationo  preooribing  the  olacsifioation  of  all  ctudento 
00  California  residents  purouont  to  Education  Code  Section  68010,  and/or  ao  reoidento  of  the 
District  pursuant  to  Education  Code  Sections  70902  and  78032.  The  regulations  shall  addrooo 
the  financial  independence  of  students  soeldng  a  reclassification  ao  a  California  resident 
purouont  to  applicable  state  law.  shall  classify  each  student  as  a  California  resident  or 
nonresident  at  the  time  of  admission  as  prescribed  by  Title  5  of  the  California  Code  of 
Regulations,  Section  54010,  54012,  54020,  54022,  54024,  54026,  54028,  54030,  54032, 
54040,  54041,  54042,  54045,  54046,  54047,  54048,  and  54050. 

C.  Nonresident  Tuition 

1 .  Credit  Classes.  Students  who  are  not  California  residents  as  of  the  District's 
residence  determination  date  shall  be  charged  nonresident  tuition  as  provided  by 
state  law. 

2.  Noncredit  Classes.  Nonresident  tuition  is  not  applicable  to  adults  enrolled  in 
noncredit  classes  in  English  and  citizenship  for  foreigners,  classes  in  an 
elementary  subject,  classes  for  which  high  school  credit  is  given  when  the  student 
does  not  hold  a  high  school  diploma  or  as  otherwise  exempted  by  state  law. 


n 


D.  Enrollment 


1 .  Enrollment  Limitations.  All  courses  claimed  for  state  funding  are  open  to 
enrollment  by  any  student  who  has  been  admitted  to  the  District  and  who  meets 
such  prerequisites  as  have  been  properly  established  for  such  courses.  Course 
enrollment  may  be  limited  based  on  health  and  safety  considerations,  facility 
limitations,  faculty  workload,  the  availability  of  qualified  instructors,  funding 
limitations,  the  constraints  of  regional  planning,  or  legal  requirements  imposed  by 
statute,  regulations  or  contract.  The  College  shall  promulgate  fair  and  equitable 
procedures  for  determining  course  enrollment  when  any  of  the  above  bases  for 
enrollment  limitations  are  present. 

2.  Enrollment  Fee.  An  enrollment  fee  or  differential  enrollment  fee  shall  be  charged 
of  each  District  student  in  accordance  with  state  law. 
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PM5.11 


COMPLETION  OR  GRADUATION  RATES 


The  District  monitors  the  extent  to  which  its  students  attain  their  educational  goals 
related  to  completion  of  programs  and  graduation  from  the  District.  In  conformance  with  its 


participation  in  Federal  Title  A  Programs,  the  District  malceo  its  completion  or  graduation  ratoo 
available  to  all  enrolled  and  prospective  students.  In  compliance  with  Partnership  for 
Excellence  state  goals,  Federal  Title  4  Programs  and  Federal  Student  Right  to  Know 
requirements,  the  District  makes  it  completion  or  graduation  rates  available  to  all  enrolled 
and  prospective  students. 


I 
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PM  5.12  WITHHOLDING  OF  STUDENT  GRADES.  TRANSCRIPTS.  OR 

DIPLOMAS.  A  WARDS.  CERTIFICATES  OR  COMPLETION  AND 
REGISTRATION 

Institutional  services  shall  be  withheld  from  students,  or  former  students  who  have 
been  notified  in  writing  at  the  student's  or  former  student's  last  known  address  according  to 
applicable  laws  and  institutional  policies.  In  addition,  institutional  services  shall  be 
withheld  from  students,  or  former  students  who  have  been  notified  in  writing  at  the 
student's  or  former  student's  last  known  address  that  he  or  she  is  in  default  on  a  loan  or 
loans  under  either  the  Guaranteed  Student  Loan  Program  or  the  Supplemental  Loan  for 
Students  Program  or  any  other  Federally  subsidized  Title  IV  Loan  Program.  "Institutional 
services"  shall  include  the  provision  of  grades,  transcripts,  a«d-diplomas,  certificates,  and 
awards  but  not  the  withholding  of  registration  privileges. 

Student  grades,  transcripts,  diplomas,  certificates  of  completion,  awards,  and  registration 
privileges  shall  be  withheld  from  any  student  or  former  student  who  has  been  provided  with 
written  notice  that  he  or  she  has  failed  to  pay  a  proper  financial  obligation  due  to  the  District. 
Any  item  services  withheld  pursuant  to  this  paragraph  shall  be  released  when  the  student 
satisfactorily  meets  the  financial  obligation. 
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PM  6.02  INSTRUCTIONAL  ORGANIZATION  AND  STANDARDS 

4 


The  Board  of  Trustees  establishes  City  College  of  San  Francisco  with  campuses  at 
Alemany,  Downtown,  Evans,  John  Adams,  Mission,  Southeast,  Chinatown/North  Beach, 


CastroA^alencia,  John  O'Connell,  and  Phelan  as  the  primary  sites  for  instruction  eind  student 
services.  Credit  and  noncredit  courses  and  programs  shall  be  offered  at  these  sites  so  as  to 
best  address  the  needs  of  District  students.  Courses,  programs  and  services  may  also  be 
established  within  the  District  at  off-campus  and  nonschool  sites  and  the  District  may 
establish  courses  and  use  facilities  outside  of  the  District  all  in  accordance  with  applicable 
law. 

The  Chancellor  is  the  educational  leader  of  the  District. 

Responsibility  for  the  plarming,  development,  coordination,  and  evaluation  of  the 
instructional  programs  will  be  delegated  as  appropriate  by  the  Chancellor  and  in  accordance 
with  District  policies  relating  to  shared  governance  organizational  plans  of  the 
responsibilities  of  the  staff  in  each  instructional  program  and  any  revisions  thereof  must  be 
approved  by  the  Chancellor. 


( 
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PM  6.03  COURSE  DEVELOPMENT 

All  associate  degree  credit  courses,  non-degree  credit  courses  and  noncredit  courses 
are  to  be  recommended  by  a  the  college  curriculum  committee  which  is  established  in 
accordance  with  state  law.  Any  courses  which  are  properly  recommended  may  be 
implemented  only  after  the  recommendation  is  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Trustees.  The  Board 
shall  also  approve  all  community  services  classes. 

The  College  shall  determine  a  statement,  symbol,  numbering  system  or  the  equivalent 
that  clearly  indicates  for  each  course  whether  the  course  is  degree  applicable,  non-degree 
applicable,  or  noncredit.  The  information  regarding  courses  shall  be  published  in  the  catalog 
or  an  addendum  to  be  available  to  all  students  at  registration. 
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PM  6.10    STUDENT  INSTRUCTORS  AND  FACULTY  INTERNS 

Each  department  will  accept  the  professional  responsibility  of  accepting  and  assisting 
student  instructors,  counselor  trainees,  and  library  trainees  within  the  framework  of  the  * 

instructional  program. 

Student  instructors  will  be  accepted  only  on  the  basis  of  a  contractual  arrangement 
with  the  teacher  training  institution. 

The  Board  authorizes  the  hire  of  faculty  interns  in  accordance  with  state  law. 


I 
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PM  6.14  VOCATIONAL  AND  OCCUPATIONAL  TRAINING  PROGRAMS 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  District  pursuant  to  applicable  law,  that  all  vocational  or 
occupational  training  programs  commenced  subsequent  to  July  28,  1983,  be  reviewed-4ft 
uogordanoo  with  law  every  two  (2)  years  by  the  Board.  This  will-4»  assure  that  each  program 
meets  a  documented  labor  market  demand,  does  not  represent  unnecessary  duplication  of 
other  such  training  programs  in  the  area,  is  of  demonstrated  effectiveness  as  measured  by  the 
employment  and  completion  success  of  its  students.  The  Board  will  take  all  actions  required 
pursuant  to  applicable  law.  California  Education  Code  Sections  78015  and  78016. 
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PM  7.03       PLANNING  PROJECTS 

The  Board  and  District  staff  shall  be  kept  informed  at  each  state  of  planning  of  a  i{ 

project.  As  architects  complete  each  stage  of  planning  and  formalizing  of  drawings  and 
specifications,  the  Board  will  be  requested  to  react  and,  when  required,  to  give  formal  approval. 

Upon  formal  approval  by  the  Board  of  the  drawings  and/or  specifications  for  a 
project,  the  Chancellor/Superintendent  is  authorized  to  sign  all  documents  on  behalf  of  the 
Board.  Upon  the  award  of  construction  contracts,  the  Preoident  and  the  Secretary  of  tho  Board 
Chancellor  or  his/her  designee  are  authorized  to  sign  such  contracts. 
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PM  7.04    APPROVAL  OF  SITES,  PLANS,  AND  ACCEPTANCE  OF  BUILDINGS 


The  Governing  Board  Board  of   Trustees  shall  approve  all  sites,  plans 
and  specifications  for  new  buildings.   The  Board  shall  approve  all  major 
repairs,  alterations,  additions,  and  maintenance  work.   The  Oevegning  Doagd 
deoignatoo  tehc  DigGoteog  o#  Publie  Woglco,  Oifay  and   County  of  Can  Fyanoioco,  qo 
ito  Qgenfa  teo  inopoote  and  aooGpfe:   Inspection  and  acceptance  of  new  or  remodeled 
buildings  prior  to  occupancy  and  use  shall  be  in  accordance  with  state  law. 


Adopted; 


June  22,  1972 


GBR  #26-22Ml 
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PM  7.05 PLx\NS  x\ND  SPECIFICx\TIQNS  TO  BE  CHECKED  FOR  UNUSUi\L  DEVICES 

The  AoGOciato  Director^  Facilities  and  Planning)  chdll  check  all  plane  for  m 

construction  projecto  and  ohall  call  to  the  attention  of  the  Governing  Board  any  new  or  unuoual 
features  in  the  plans. 
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PM  7.06      COMPLIANCE  WITH  STATE  LAWS 


In  connection  with  any  new  construction  or  remodeling  project,  all  State  laws 
pertaining  thereto  shall  be  complied  with  including  but  not  limited  to  the  following: 

Before  letting  any  contract  or  contracts  totaling  $10,000.00  $150,000  or  more,  plans 
shall  be  submitted  to  the  office  of  the  Chancellor,  California  Community  Colleges,  and  written 
approval  obtained.  (Education  Code  Section  81837). 

Prospective  building  sites  shall  be  investigated  by  competent  personnel  to  ensure 
that  final  site  selection  is  determined  by  an  evaluation  of  all  factors  affecting  the  public  interest 
rclatod  to  thoir  potential  for  oarthquako  damage,  initial  and  operating  coGtG.  (Education  Code 
Section  81033). 

A  detailed  statement  of  the  probable  effect  on  the  environment  shall  be  included 
with  each  project  proposal  submitted  to  the  Office  of  the  Chancellor,  California  Community 
Colleges.  (Cahfomia  Environmental  Quality  Act  of  1970). 


Adopted:  June  22,  1972  GBR  #26-22Ml 

Amended:  May  20,  1975  GBR  #750520-Ml 
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PM7.07    REQUISITIONS,  SERVICE  AND  WORK  ORDERS,  AND  ENCUMBRANCES 

Approval  of  Documents  for  Work  to  be  performed  by  City  Departments. 

The  Governing  Board  Board  of  Trustees  shall  approve  all  job  estimates  for 
maintenance  of  the  school  plant,  inter-departmental  work  orders,  authorizations  for  work  to  city 
departments  prior  to  commencement  of  the  work,  and  encumbrances  for  services  in  connection 
with  the  District  building  program,  except  when  the  estimated  amount  is  under  $3,000.00, 
$10,000  in  which  case  no  prior  approval  shall  bo  required  the  Chancellor  or  his/her  designee  is 
authorized  to  approve  such  work. 

Modification  of  Contracts. 

Tho  Govoming  Board  may  cncumbor  funds  for  tho  construction  of  buildings.  In 


addition,  funds  for  the  related  inspection  services  and  a  maximum  often  porcont  of  the  total 
amount  of  tho  construction  bid  to  cover  modifications  to  tho  construction  contract  may  bo 
encumbered. 


Adopted:  June  22,  1972  GBR#26-22M1 

Amended:  June  19,  1973  GBR  #730619-M3 
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PM  7.08      SELECTION  OF  ARCHITECTS 

Policy 

4-^ Any  arohitootural  firm  deoiring  to  participate  in  oonotruotion  and  remodoling 

programs  of  tho  San  Franoioco  Community  College  Diotriot  shall  file  a  lottor 
of  application  and  a  brochure  with  tho  Associate  Director,  Faoilitioo  and 
Planning. 

Or. i\rohitQCtural  firms  malting  application  shall  comply  with  the  Standards  of 

Ethical  Practice  sot  forth  in  the  American  Institute  of  Architects  Document 
J330  and  the  provisions  of  Sections  12B.1  and  12B.2  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code,  Ordinance  261  66  as  amended  by  Ordinance  310  68, 
which  requires  nondiscriminator)^  employment  in  all  city  contracts. 

1^.  An  Architect  Nominating  Committee  shall  be  established  for  each  approved 
project  of  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District.  Each  Committee 
shall  consist  of  at  least  seven  members  as  follows: 

4 Associate  Director,  Facilities  and  Planning,  or  his/her  designated 

representative 
\ Administration  representative 


Facult>^  representatives 

Student  representatives  (non  voting) 


1 City  Architect  or  his  designated  representative  as  i\rchitectural  Advisor 

Administration,  faculty,  stajf  and  student  representatives  shall  be  selected  in 
the  normal  maimer  for  tripartite  shared  governance  committees.  The 
Chancellor/Superintendent  may  appoint  additional  members  to  the  Committee 
when  he  deems  it  advisable. 

2.  The  selection  of  architectural  firms  shall  be  done  in  full  compliance  with 
the  District's  policy  concerning  MBE/WBE/LBE  business  enterprises. 

3.  The  procedure  for  the  selection  of  a  Master  Plan  or  Campus  Architect  shall  be 
the  same  as  that  for  any  other  project. 


Procedure 


The  Committee  shall  study  and  review  the  applications  and  brochures  of  tho 
applicant  firms. 

The  Associate  Director,  Facilities  and  Planning,  shall  schedule  interviews  as 
determined  by  tho  Committeo. 

The  Committee  shall  conduct  interviews  with  the  principal  architects  listed  in 
the  applications.  i\rchitects  may  include  rendering,  slide  or  movio 
presentations  and/or  other  type  of  visual  communications.  Following  the 
intemew,  the  Committee  shall  nominate  a  minimum  of  two  and  not  more  than 
three  firms  to  the  Chancellor/Superintendent. 
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PM  7.08       SELECTION  OF  ARCHITECTS  -  Continued 

4.       The  Chancellor/Superintendent  has  the  responsibility  for  making  the  final  A 

recommendation  to  the  Governing  Board  of  Trustees.  He/She  may 
rooommend  any  one  of  tho  three  nominated  firms  to  the  Governing  Board  of 
Trustees  for  appointment,  or  ho/she  may  reject  all  nominated  firms  and 
request  the  Committee  to  provide  new  nominations. 

^. After  an  Architect  is  appointed,  an  agreement  shall  be  negotiated. 

4 The  procedure  for  small  projects  shall  be  the  same  as  above  excepting  that,  for 

projects  whose  estimated  cost  of  construction  is  less  than  $500,000,  the 
Chancellor/Superintendent  may  bo  delegated  authority  by  the  Governing 
Board  of  Trustees  to  recommend  an  Architect  from  the  list  of  applications  on 
file  with  the  Associate  Director,  Facilities  and  Planning.  Unless  othonviso 
directed  by  the  Governing  Board  of  Trustees,  such  list  of  applicants  shall 
remain  effective  until  a  new  list  is  compiled  for  a  subsequent  major  project. 


I 


( 
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PM  7.09       EQUAL  EMPLOYMENT  OPPORTUNITY  POLICY  IN  THE 
PROCUREMENT  OF  SUPPLIES  AND  SERVICES 


It  is  the  policy  of  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  to  insure  equal 
employment  opportunity  in  the  procurement  of  supplies  and  services.  The  District  will  work  m 
cooporation  with  and  in  conjunction  with  cooperatively  with  the  San  Francisco  Human  Rights 
Commission  in  all  phases  of  its  Affirmative  Action  Policy,  and  in  conformanco 
12D.1  and  12D.2  of  tho  San  Francisco  Administrativo  Code,  Ordinanco  261  66 
Ordinanco 


The  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  is  an  Equal  Opportunity  Employer. 
It  is  the  intent  of  the  Governing  Board  Board  of  Trustees  that  all  prospective  bidders  for  the 
procurement  of  other  supplies  and  services  required  by  the  District  shall  be  in  compliance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Commission's  guidelines. 


Adopted: 

Amended: 

Amended: 


June  22,  1972 
June  19, 1973 
October  20,  1987 


GBR#26-22M1 

GBR#730619-M3 

GBR#871020-P1 
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PM  7. 1 0       POLICY  REGARDING  HIRING  UNION  LABOR 


The  Governing  Board  Board  of  Trustees  supports  a  policy  for  the  use  of  union  labor 

Francisco  and  constructed  on  the  sito  with  tho  uso  of  tho  Gamo  method  in  obtaining  th( 
as  is  used  in  all  other  building  construction. 


f 


Furthermore,  that  prior  to  awarding  a  bid  to  a  firm,  a  review  will  be  made  in  order  to 
ascertain  whether  or  not  the  low  bidder  has  had  a  history  of  causing  labor  disturbances  or  if  there 
has  been  a  record  of  non-compliance  with  the  Affirmative  Action  Program  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  Community  College  District.  If  the  Board  finds  such  to  be  the  case, 
new  bids  will  be  called  for  in  accordance  with  law. 


Adopted: 


June  22,  1972 


GBR#26-22M1 
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PM7.12      POLICY  REGARDING  FLAGS  AT  HALF-STAFF 

Within  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District,  national  and  state  flags  shall 
be  flown  at  half-staflfonly  in  compliance  with  official  Federal,  state,  city  and  county  directives, 
or  Board  resolution. 

The  Chancellor/Superintendent  is  authorized  to  direct  flags  to  be  lowered  to  half- 
staff  on  the  day  of  death  and  until  the  burial  of  a  student,  employee  or  former  employee  of  the 
San  Francisco  Community  College  District. 


» 
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PM7.13 MAIMTENAMCE  A>JD  QPEPu\TIQN 


Functionc  in  the  area  of  maintenance  and  operation  ohall  inoluda  rspair  and 

maintenance  of  plant;  safety)  cecurity;  and  uoe  of  facilitieDi 
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PM7.H REPiMR  x\>JD  MAIMTE>JAMCE  OF  PLxiXN^ 


Ths  Aosociate  Director^  Faoilitiec  and  Planning^  chall  be  rooponoiblo  for  arranging 

for  the  repair  and  maintenance  of  all  Diotrict  groundot  buildingo  and  Fnted  equipmenti  Site 
Adminiotratoro  ^ill  initiate  budget  requecto  for  ouoh  repairo  and  maintenanoei 
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PM7.15       SAFETY 


Each  site  administrator  shall  institute  safe  practices  and  conduct  periodic  safety 
inspections  of  facilities.  Any  hazardous  conditions  of  building  and/or  equipment  beyond  the 
means  of  the  administrator  to  correct,  shall  be  reported  to  the  Director  of  Operations 
tho  Collogo,  tho  Prosidont  of  the  Community  Collogo  Contora  Division  or  thoir  dcsignoos  for 
action. 


Adopted: 
Amended: 


June  22,  1972 
September  16,  1975 


GBR#26-22M1 
GBR  #7509 16-Sl 


tl 
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PM7.16  MEMORIALS  AND  NAMING  BUILDINGS 


It  is  the  policy  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  that  memorials  shall  not  be  placed  in  District 
buildings  or  grounds,  provided,  however,  that  memorials  commemorating  former  faculty  or 
students  who  have  given  their  lives  in  public  service  may  be  so  placed  when  authorized  by  the 
Chancellor/Suporintendent. 

In  no  case  excepting  an  ex  president  of  the  United  Stateo  should  a  building  be  named 
after  a  person  living  at  the  time  the  building  is  erected  without  specific  authorization  from  the 
Board.  The  naming  of  the  building  after  a  living  person  should  be  a  rare  exception  and  clearly 
justified.  Furthermore,  if  a  building  is  being  replaced,  consideration  should  be  given  to  giving  the 
new  building  the  name  of  the  building  it  replaces. 

In  the  spirit  of  shared  governance,  the  Chancellor  shall  consult  and  seek  advice  from  the 
appropriate  advisory  committee. 
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PM7.18       ART  ENRICHMENT  OF  CONSTRUCTION  PROJECTS 

Policy 

In  order  to  contribute  to  the  enjoyment,  education  and  enlightenment  of  students  and 
the  public,  it  is  the  policy  of  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  to  ensure  art 
enrichment  of  all  newly  constructed  buildings  by  appropriating  and  allocating  at  least  two 
pcrcont  a  portion  of  the  estimated  cost  of  construction  of  new  buildings  to  works  of  art.  Such  art 
should  be  appropriate  both  for  the  immediate  site  and  for  the  community  which  will  view  it. 
Since  the  opportunities  for  younger  and  mid-career  artists  in  the  public  art  area  are  hmited,  they 
should  be  encouraged  to  apply. 

Nomination  of  Artists 

Artists  to  be  commissioned  for  works  of  art  in  District  construction  projects  shall  be 
selected  using  tho  following  procoduro  by  the  District's  Works  of  Art  Committee. 

1 .        Tho  project  architect  shall  prcparo  outline  specifications  and  drc 
show  tho  location  of  various  pieces  of  art,  a  maquotto  or  model  tc 
proposal,  and  a  budget  for  each  piece  at  each  location. 


Tho  project  architect  shall  proviow  his  concept 

budget  with  the  District  Building  Committee,  tho  Governing  Board,  and  tho 

Visual  Arts  Committee  of  tho  San  Francisco  Art  Commission. 


When  tho  concept  has  boon 

Commission  staff  to  notify  tho  artistic  community  (local  incluc 
faculty.  State  and  >Jational)  through  over>'  appropriate  means  and  request 
submission  of  qualifications  and  portfolio  including  photographs  and/or 
sketches  of  completed  or  incompleted  related  work. 

Tho  project  architect,  roprcsentativo(3)  of  tho  District  appointed  by  tho 


Chancollor/Supcrintcndcnt  and  a  mombor(s)  of  tho  Visual  Arts  Committee  as 
advisor  shall  screen  ail  applications  rocoivcd  by  tho  Art  Commission  and 
select  a  panel  of  six  artists  for  further  considerations  for  each  art  enrichment 
project. 


I 
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PM7.18 


I 


:iIME>JT  or  CO^JSTRUCTIO^J  PROJECTS 


=4t= Tho  work  of  tho  impanolod  artists  ohall  bo  roviowod  by  an 

Committod  ostabliohod  for  oach  construotion  projoct  conatitutod  aa  follows: 


;tor,  Facilities  and  Planning, 


^ 


Administrc 


Faculty  roprosontativos 
Student 


Projoct  architect  or  his  designated  representative 


Member  of  tho  Visual  Arts  Conimitteo  as  advisor 

n  w^ill  provide  staff  assistance  to  tho  Comniittoo  as 
maquottos  illustrating  their  concept  of  the  art  enrichment  for  final  evaluation. 


6.       Tho  Nominating  Committee,  augmented  by  a  member  of  the  Civic  Design 


Committee  of  the  Art  Commission  w^hon  considered  appropriate  for 
isons,  shall  interview  the  artit 
jopts,  and 


The  Chancellor/Suporintondont  shall  recommend  one  of  the  three  artists 
nominated  by  the  District's  Works  of  Art  Committee  to  the  Governing 
Board  Board  of  Trustees  for  approval  and  appointment. 


3Ssional  services  of  the  artisti 


t  the  Director  of  Public  Works,  as 
greemont(s)  for  the 

and  to 


Added: 


December  10,  1974 


GBR#741210-M1 
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PM  7. 1 8       ART  C>miCIIME>JT  OF  COMSTRUCTION  PROJECTS    Continuod 

===== —     Nomination  of  Artist    Continuod 

5. —    The  NNork  of  tho  impanolod  artists  shall  bo  roviowod  by  an  Artist  Nominating 
Committed  ostablishod  for  each  construction  projoct  constituted  as  follows: 

==== 1         Associate  Director,  Facilities  and  Planning,  or  his  designated 

representative 


Administrative  representative 


Faculty  representatives 


Student  representatives 


4= —  Project  architect  or  his  designated  representative 
1         Member  of  tho  Visual  Arts  Committee  as  advisor 


== — = —  The  Art  Commission  will  provide  staff  assistance  to  the  Committee  as 

required.  This  Committee  shall  select  throe  artists  to  prepare  and  submit 
maquettes  illustrating  thoir  concept  of  the  art  enrichment  for  final  evaluation. 

6. Tho  Nominating  Committee,  augmented  by  a  member  of  the  Civic  Design 

Committee  of  tho  Art  Commission  when  considered  appropriate  for 
architectural  reasons,  shall  interview  tho  artists,  review  the  models  submitted^ 
evaluate  the  artistic  concepts,  and  make  thoir  recommendation  to  tho 
Chancellor/Superintendent. 

^       The  Chancellor/Superintendent  shall  recommend  one  of  the  three  artists 

nominated  by  the  District's  Works  of  Art  Committee  to  the  Governing  Board 
Board  of  Trustees  for  approval  and  appointment. 

8.        The  Chancellor/Superintendent  shall  request  tho  Director  of  Public  Works,  as 
tho  agent  of  the  Governing  Board,  to  negotiate  agrcomont(s)  for  tho 
professional  services  of  the  artist(s)  approved  by  tho  Governing  Board  and  to 
execute  tho  appointment(s). 

Added:  December  10,  1974  GBR  #741210-M1 
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PM  7.20       CONSERVATION 


The  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  recognizes  its  responsibility  to 
conserve  our  State's  energy  resources.  Also,  the  District  acknowledges  the  need  to  reduce  the 
wastes  of  these  resources  to  the  lowest  possible  level  without  adversely  affecting  the  basic 
mission  of  its  Collogo  and  Contora  campuses.  To  this  end,  the  planning,  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  physical  facilities  of  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  shall 
have  as  an  element  the  due  regard  for  the  conservation  of  our  nation's  and  state's  dwindling 
natural  resources.  Fossil  fuels,  electrical  energy  and  water  are  the  District's  particular  focuses. 
In  this  connection,  the  published  conservation  guidelines  of  the  Federal  goverrmient,  the  State  of 
California,  and  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  are  hereby  adopted  for  the  District. 
Implementing  procedures  and  actions  are  contained  in  the  Administrative  Regulations. 


Added:  September  14,  1982      GBR  #820914 -Ml 
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PM  7.21       MINORITY/WOMEN  BUSINESS  ENTERPRISES  -  PUBLIC  WORKS 
CONTRACT 


It  is  the  policy  of  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  in  awarding  a 
public  works  contract  as  the  term  is  defined  in  the  Public  Contract  Code  that  the  award  of 
contract  shall  be  made  to  tho  lowest  responsible  bidder  mooting  minority  business  cntc 
women  business  enterprise  participation  requirements  as  set  forth  in  S( 
Contract  Code  in  accordance  with  both  state  law  and  the  District's  MBE/WBE/LBE policy  as 
set  forth  in  section  7.23  of  this  manual. 


Added:  October  20,  1987  GBR  #871020-P1 
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PM  8.03 


AUDITING 


A  certified  public  accountant  firm  of  certified  public  accountants  or  a  joint  venture  of 
firms  of  certified  public  accountants  shall  be  retained  by  the  Board  of  Trustees  to  audit  annually 
all  the  funds,  books  and  accounts  of  the  District.  The  audit  shall  be  conducted  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  comply  with  1)  applicable  provisions  of  the  Education  Code  and  state  regulations,  2)  the 
federal  Single  Audit  Act  [Title  31,  United  States  Code,  Section  7501  et  seq.],  3)  applicable 
requirements  and  standards  set  forth  by  the  Department  of  Finance,  and  4)  the  guidelines 
published  by  the  American  Institute  of  Certified  Public  Accountants  in  its  Industry  Audit  Guide 
"Audits  of  State  and  Local  Governmental  Units." 


The  auditor  must  be  duly  authorized  to  practice  and  licensed  as  such  by  the  State  Board  of 
Accountancy.  The  auditor  shall  be  selected  by  the  Board  of  Trustees  from  proposals  submitted 
pursuant  to  an  advertised  Request  for  Proposals  -  Auditing  Services  in  accordance  with  state  and 
federal  lawX\\Q  federal  provisions  of  Attachmont  0  of  tho  Office  of  N4anagomont  and  Budget 


i30c*Fu. 


The  auditor  shall  may  be  retained  for  a  period  of  up  to  four  (4)  consecutive  years  unless 

is  found  to  bo  unsatiafactor>'  to  tho 


The  Board  shall  review  the  annual  audit  at  one  of  its  regularly  scheduled  public  meetings. 
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PM  8.04 


SOLICITATION  OF  FUNDS  AND  USE  OF  DISTRICT  NAME 


Use  of  the  name  of  any  school  of  the  District,  or  the  use  of  the  name  of  any  department  of  j 
the  District  or  the  use  of  the  name  of  the  District,  or  any  abbreviations  of  such  names,  in  the 
solicitation  of  funds  or  property  or  other  uses  specified  in  law,  shall  not  be  allowed  unless 
approved  in  writing  by  the  Chancellor  or  Chief  Operating  Officer  or  Vice  Chancellor  of 
Administration  and  Finance,  or  the  appropriate  designee  as  established  by  Board  resolution. 


Adopted: 
June  23,  1994 


June  22,  1972 
BTR  #940623-PI 


GBR  #26-22M  I  Amended: 


152 


fM^JUS SUPPLIES  AND  SERVICES 

Funotion  in  the  orgg  of  Duppliep  and  penicec  ohall  inolude  proourimant  of  ouppliao; 
equipment)  and  oanififleDi  maintenanoe  of  records  pertaining  to  aquipmont  and  oupplioO)  oalo 
of  equipment  and  matorialo»  incurance  coverage^  transportation  of  omployeeo  and  otudontO) 
and  dictribution  and  storage  of  oupplieo  and  equipment. 
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CONTRACTING  FOR  WINDOW  WASHINfi  SRRVIQ«- 


indow  washing  sor\'icos  contrc 
provido  that  any  person  performing  labor  thoroundor  shall  bo  paid  not  less  than 
of  wages  in  private  omploymont  for  similar  work. 


The  invitation  to  bid  shall  include  the  above  requirement  on  a  window  washing  sor\'ices 


contract. 


Adopted: 
Amended: 


Mays,  1981 
June  23,  1994 


GBR#810505-MI 

BTR  #940623-Pt 
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CITY 


COLLEGE 

Of  $4N  FRANCISCO 


CITY  COLLEGE  OF  SAN   FRANCISCO 

50  PHELAN  AVENUE  •  SAN    FRANCISCO,  CA  941  12   •  415.  239.3000 


1*' Reading 
P2 

DATE:  December  16, 1999 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day..  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject:         Special 

Notice  of  Intention  to  Amend 
the  SFCCD  Policy  Manual 
(Resolution  991216-P2) 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

The  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  has  long  prohibited 
discrimination  affecting  employment  and  educational  opportunities  on  many  bases  as 
described  in  established  District  policies.  However,  even  though  the  District  does  not 
discriminate  on  the  basis  of  gender  identity,  its  policies  do  not  make  such  an  explicit 
declaration.  Additionally,  its  separate  policies  on  AIDS/ARC  and  Domestic  Partners 
should  be  updated  as  appropriate  and  incorporated  into  both  PM  3.02  -  Equal 
Employment  Opportunity  and  Affirmative  Action  and  PM  5.06  -Equal  Educational 
Opportunity  For  Students. 

San  Francisco  Community  College  District  Policy  Manual  reads  in  part  as  follows: 

"Adoption  of  Policies.  Any  policy  may  be  adopted  by  the  Board,  be  amended  or 
repealed  by  an  affirmative  vote  of  four  members  at  any  meeting,  providing  notice  of  said 
intended  action  has  been  given  at  a  previous  meeting. . . ." 
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BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 
LAWRENCE  WONG,  PRESIDENT     •     DR.  AN ITA  GR I ER,  VICE  PRESIDENT 
ROBERT  E.   BURTON     •     JAMES   HASKELL  MAYO,  II.     •      RODEL  E.   RODIS 
DR.   PHILIP  R.   DAY,  JR.,  CHANCELLOR 
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DR.  NATALIE  BERG 
ROBERT  P.  VARNI 


i 


RECOMMENDATION 

RESOLVED:  That  notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  following  proposed 

amendments  to  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  Policy  Manual 
(and/or  revisions  to  such  amendments  as  directed  by  the  Board)PM  1.12- 
AIDS/ARC  Policy  Statement,  PM  1.16  -  Domestic  Partners,  PM  3.02  -  Equal 
Employment  Opportunity  and  Affirmative  Action,  and  PM  5.07  -  Equal 
Educational  Opportunity  for  Students,  shall  be  acted  upon  at  the  next  meeting 
of  the  Board  of  Trustees  on  January  27,2000.  (NOTE:  Additions  or  substitions 
are  indicated  by  bold  and  italic  and  deletions  are  indicated  by  strikeout. ) 


President  Lawrence  Wong,  Originator 

Trustee  Natalie  Berg,  Originator 

Trustee  James  Haskell  Mayo  II,  Originator 


1 2/1 6/99 -P2  page  2 
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PM  1.12  AIDS/ARC  POLICY  STATEMENT 

Tho  San  Francisco  Commimit)^  Collogo  District  is  committed  to  providing  a  safe  oo  well 
as  fair,  sensitii.^Q  and  non  discriminator)^  environment  which  is  in  compliance  with  federal,  stato, 
and  local  regulations.  According  to  medical  evidence,  individuals  with  i\IDSA\RC,  or  who  are 
porcoi^i^ed  as  having  i\IDS/i\R.C,  do  not  present  a  health  risk  to  others  in  the  classroom  nor  in  tho 
workplace.  MTiene\'er  possible,  the  District  will  provide  students,  facult)^  and  staflF>\ith  current 
information  on  i\IDSA\RC  from  available  medical  sources. 

Tho  Son  Francisco  Communit>^  College  District  >vill  treat  all  employees  and  tho  studonto 
equally,  regardless  of  whether  they  ha\^e  i\IDS/i\RC,  are  susceptible  to  i\IDS/ARC,  are  related 
to  or  reside  v>ith  persons  ha^^ing  j\IDS/i\RC,  or  ha^^e  tested  positive  for  the  HTLV  III  antibody. 
i\n  individual  with  i\IDS/ARC  \^ill  not  be  denied  employment  or  enrollment  for  instructiofr4fi 
the  District  as  long  as  he/she  is  able  to  perform  in  accordance  with  the  respective  standards  of 
each  position.  Furthermore,  the  District  will  not  require  an  individual  to  undergo  antibody 
testing,  nor  other  i\IDS/i\RC  medical  screening,  as  a  condition  of  employment  or  onrolhnont. 

The  District  will  not  deny  a  person  who  has  AIDS/i\PLC  any  benefits  for  which  he/she  is 
eligible.  The  District  endorses  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Ordinance,  PROHIBITD^JG 
DISCRIMI>JATION  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  AIDS  .\>JD  ASSOCIATED  CONDITIONS  (SECT. 
1,  Pi\RT  II,  CIL\P  VIII,  .\RTICLE  38). 
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PM1.16    DOIMESTIC  P.\RTNERS 


The  San  Franoiooo  Community'  College  DiBtriot  hereby  deolores  ito  intention  to  aoknowlodgo 
and  reoogniEe  the  domoDtio  partnero  of  its  omployeoo,  to  tho  extent  allowed  by  law  and  where  not 
othor^>ioo  provided  for. 

The  Diotrict  shall  determine,  in  ito  oole  diooretion,  applicable  ruloo  and  regulationo  to 
implement  this  policy. 
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PM  3.02         EQUAL  EMPLOYMENT  OPPORTUNITY  AND  AFFIRMATIVE 
ACTION 

The  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  declares  and  reaffinns  its  commitment 
to  the  principle  of  Equal  Employment  Opportunity  and  shall  adhere  to  all  Federal  and  State  statutes 
and  regulations  governing  the  employment  practices  of  this  District.  The  District  shall  provide  equal 
employment  opportunity  for  all  persons  in  all  job  categories  of  employment.  Such  equality  of 
opportunity  shall  be  based  on  job-related  bonafide  occupational  qualifications  and  shall  be  without 
discrimination  because  of  race,  color,  ethnic  group  identification,  national  origin,  ancestry,  religion, 
gender,  age,  marital  status,  handicapped  conditiono  disability  or  AIDS/HIV  status,  medical 
conditions,  sexual  orientation,  gender  identity ^  domestic  partner  status  or  status  as  a  Vietnam-Era 
veteran. 

The  Governing  Board  recognizes  that  it  is  not  enough  to  proclaim  that  the  District  does 
not  discriminate  in  employment  but  that  efforts  must  be  made  to  build  an  environment  in  w^hich 
opportunity  is  indeed  equal.  The  District's  Affirmative  Action  Program  includes  various  methods  by 
which  equal  employment  opportunity  for  all  is  to  be  made  a  reality.  The  objective  of  the  Program  is  t 
achieve  equal  opportunity  by  recognizing  and  overcoming  the  effects  of  past  discrimination  in 
employment. 

The  Board  relies  upon  the  commitment  and  the  good  faith  efforts  on  the  part  of  all 
management  staff,  faculty  groups,  classified  staff,  students  and  community  at  large  to  implement 
the  Affirmative  Action  Program. 

The  District  shall  develop  an  affirmative  action  plan.  The  purpose  of  the  plan  is  to 
create  result-oriented  procedures  to  insure  nondiscrimination  in  employment,  promotion,  transfer, 
and  assignment  on  the  basis'  of  race,  color,  ethnic  group  identification,  national  origin,  ancestry, 
religion,  gender,  age,  marital  status,  handicapped  conditions  disability  or  AIDS/HIV  status,  medical 
conditions,  sexual  orientation,  gender  identUy,  domestic  partner  status  or  status  as  a  Vietnam-Era 
veteran.  The  plan  shall  be  applied  to  all  levels  of  employment  procedure  and  to  all  position 
classifications. 

The  Board  is  accountable  for  the  overall  Affirmative  Action  Program.  The  Board 
delegates  the  responsibility  and  the  accountability  for  the  Affirmative  Action  Program  to  the 
Chancellor.  The  Affirmative  Action  Officer  who  reports  to  the  Chancollor,  shall  oversee  the  day  to 
day  implementation  of  the  program.  All  administrators  and  staff  persons  who  are  involved  in  the 
employment  process,  act  as  agents  of  the  Board,  and  are  held  accountable  in  carrying  out  the  Board's 
policy  in  Equal  Opportunity  Employment  and  Affirmative  Action. 

The  District  will  update  and  reaffirm  this  policy  statement  annually. 
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PM  5.07  EQUAL  EDUCATIONAL  OPPORTUNITY  FOR  STUDENTS 


It  is  the  policy  of  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  to  provide  all  f)ersons 
with  equal  educational  opportunities  in  all  of  its  educational  programs  and  activities  regardless  of 
race,  color,  national  origin,  ethnic  group  identification,  ancestry,  religion,  age,  sex,  marital  status, 
sexual  orientation,  gender  identity,  domestic  partner  status,  phyoioal  or  mental  disability  or 
AIDS/HIV  status. 

The  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  complies  with  Title  4  P7  of  the  Civil 
Rights  Act  of  1964,  Section  504  of  the  Rehabilitation  Act  of  1973,  Title  9-/Xof  the  Education 
Amendments  of  1972,  The  Americans  With  Disabilities  Act,  California  Government  Code 
Section  11135  et  seq.,  and  all  other  applicable  statutes  and  regulations  with  all  applicable 
requirements  related  to  receipt  of  federal  and/or  state  funds. 

The  compliance  officer  for  purposes  of  this  policy  is  the  District  Affirmative  Action 
Officer. 
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CITY  COLLEGE  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

50  PHELAN  AVENUE   •  SAN    FRANCISCO,  CA  941  12   •  415.  239.3000 


DATE:  December  16.  1999 


S1 


TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.Chancelior 

Subject:         SPECIAL 

Presenting  the  Initial  Proposals  of  the  American 
Federation  of  Teachers,  Local  2121,  and  of  the  San 
Francisco  Community  College  District  for  a  Successor 
Collective  Bargaining  Agreement,  and  Placing  a  Special 
Order  of  Business  on  the  Agenda  for  a  Public  Board  of 
Trustees  Meeting  in  January  2000  for  Public  Response 
to  the  Initial  Proposals 
(Resolution  No.  991216-S1) 


BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

The  present  Collective  Bargaining  Agreement  between  the  San  Francisco  Community 
College  District  (District)  and  the  American  Federation  of  Teachers,  Local  2121  (AFT) 
will  expire  under  its  own  terms  on  June  30,  2000.  The  District  and  AFT  have  agreed  to 
submit  a  Joint  Proposal  which  comprises  the  Initial  Proposal  of  each  party  for  a 
Successor  Collective  Bargaining  Agreement  (Attachment  A).  Government  Code 
Section  3547  reads  in  relevant  part  that  (a)  all  initial  proposals  of  exclusive 
representatives  and  of  public  school  employers,  which  relate  to  matters  within  the 
scope  of  representation,  shall  be  presented  at  a  public  meeting  of  the  public  school 
employer  and  thereafter  shall  be  public  records,  and  (b)  meeting  and  negotiating  shall 
not  take  place  on  any  proposal  until  a  reasonable  time  has  elapsed  after  the 
submission  of  the  proposal  to  enable  the  public  to  become  informed  and  the  public  has 
the  opportunity  to  express  itself  regarding  the  proposal  at  a  meeting  of  the  public  school 
employer. 
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BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 
LAWRENCE  WONG.   PRESIDENT     •      DR.  ANITA  GRIER,  VICE  PRESIDENT 
ROBERT  E.   BURTON     •     JAMES   HASKELL  MAYO,  11.     •      RODEL  E.   RODIS 
DR.   PHILIP  R.   DAY,  JR.,  CHANCELLOR 
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DR.   NATALIE  BERG 
ROBERT  P.   VARNI 


RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  the  Board  of  Trustees  hereby  publicly  presents  the  Initial 
Proposals  of  the  AFT  and  of  the  District  for  a  Successor  Collective  Bargaining 
Agreement  (ATTACHMENT  A); 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That  a  Special  Order  of  Business  be  placed  on 
the  Agenda  for  a  public  Board  of  Trustees  meeting  in  January  2000  to  enable 
members  of  the  public  to  express  themselves  regarding  the  Initial  Proposals. 


Lawrence  C.  Klein,  Originator 


( 


I 
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Resolution  991 21 6-S1:  ATTACHMENT  A 

INITIAL  PROPOSAL  FOR  A  SUCCESSOR  COLLECTIVE  BARGAINING  AGREEMENT 

SUBMITTED  JOINTLY  BY 
THE  AMERICAN  FEDERATION  OF  TEACHERS  LOCAL  2121 

AND 
THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  COMMUNITY  COLLEGE  DISTRICT 

December  16,  1999 

AFT  Local  2121  and  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District  have  a  long  history 
of  negotiations,  dating  back  to  1978.  All  negotiations  prior  to  1991  between  AFT  Local 
2121  and  the  Community  College  District  were  conducted  in  accordance  with 
"traditional"  negotiations  rules  and  procedures.  These  rules  and  procedures  included 
the  submission  by  each  party  of  a  specific  "position"  on  each  issue  in  dispute  and 
lengthy  discussion  at  the  negotiations  table  of  each  party's  justification  for  its  position. 

AFT  Local  2121  and  District  representatives  decided  in  late  1989  to  search  for  a  more 
effective  system  of  negotiations.  AFT  and  District  representatives  participated  in 
comprehensive  training  in  a  system  of  "interest-based"  negotiations  offered  by  the  State 
Public  Employment  Relations  Board  (PERB)  in  Spring  of  1990.  This  decision  was 
motivated  by  dissatisfaction  with  the  old  manner  of  doing  business,  as  well  as  a 
recognition  that  the  parties'  approach  to  negotiations  needed  to  be  significantly 
modified  in  light  of  the  principle  of  shared  governance. 

The  parties  now  have  over  nine  years  of  experience  with  the  "interest-based"  approach 
to  negotiations,  and  it  is  telling  that  they  have  resolved  once  again  to  conduct  their 
negotiations  for  a  Successor  Collective  Bargaining  Agreement  pursuant  to  this 
approach.  Accordingly,  rather  than  coming  to  the  table  with  discrete  proposals  that  are 
in  opposition,  the  parties  instead  present  this  jointly  drafted  document. 

JOINT  PROPOSAL 
SUBMITTED  FOR  PURPOSES  OF  PUBLIC  NOTICE 
ISSUES 

The  parties  propose  to  negotiate  over  the  following  Issues: 

Bargaining  Unit  (Article  1) 

Effect  of  Agreement  (Article  2) 

Past  Practices  (Article  3) 

Separability  and  Savings  (Article  4) 

Non-Discrimination  (Article  5) 

Management  Rights  (Article  6) 

Union  Rights  (Article  7) 

Academic  Freedom,  Duties,  and  Responsibilities  (Article  8) 

Evaluation  (Article  9) 
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Disciplinary  Action  (Article  10) 

Personnel  Files  (Article  11) 

Upgrading  (Article  12) 

Assignment  and  Scheduling  (Article  13) 

Part-time  Reemployment  Preference  (Article  13-1) 

Transfer  (Article  14) 

Resignation  (Article  15) 

Work  Environment  (Article  16) 

Leaves  (Article  17) 

Load  and  Class  Size  (Article  18) 

Calendar  (Article  19) 

Compensation/Salaries  (Article  20) 

Fringe  Benefits  (Article  21) 

Grievance  Procedure  (Article  22) 

Part-time  Faculty  Employment  Contracts  (Article  23) 

No  Strike  (Article  24) 

Categorical  Employees  (Article  25) 

Full-time    Temporary    Employees/Long-term    Substitutes    (LTS)~District    Funded 

(Article  26) 

Summer  Session  (Article  27) 

Day-to-Day  Substitutes  (Applicable  Provisions)  (Article  28) 

Retired  Faculty  Re-employed  as  Faculty  (Applicable  Provisions)  (Article  29) 

Intellectual  Property  (New  Issue) 

INTERESTS 

The  parties  have  preliminarily  identified  their  respective  interests  underlying  the  Issues 
under  negotiation.  These  interests  are,  of  course,  subject  to  modification  as 
negotiations  proceed.  Not  in  priority  order,  the  interests  we  have  preliminarily  identified 
are  as  follows: 

INTERESTS  IDENTIFIED  BY  AFT  LOCAL  2121 

1.  Determine  appropriate  time  periods  for  the  duration  of  the  new  contract  and  for 
reopeners  while  balancing  the  need  for  stability  with  the  need  to  address 
changing  conditions  through  reopener  negotiations.  (Article  1) 

2.  Analyze  the  District  budget  and  the  formula  approach  to  salary  negotiations  with 
a  view  to  providing  for  faculty  compensation  improvements  and  other  District 
priorities.  (Article  20) 

3.  Assess  and  recommend  changes  in  shared  governance  structures  where 
appropriate  to  allow  for  union  participation  in  budget  and  planning,  facilities 
review,  professional  development,  health  and  safety,  and  other  governance 
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processes  that  directly  affect  faculty  working  conditions.  Negotiate  contractual 
provisions  for  AFT  involvement  where  needed.  (Article  7) 

4.  Secure  the  procedural  and  substantive  rights  of  faculty  members  to  a  work 
environment  free  of  discrimination  and  harassment.  (Article  5) 

5.  Maintain  and  continue  to  promote  non-discrimination  and  affirmative  action  in 
hiring,  recall,  and  upgrading  so  that  the  faculty  at  CCSF  reflects  the  diversity  of 
the  students  and  communities  it  serves,  and  to  provide  a  high  quality,  diversified 
curriculum.  (Article  5,  12) 

6.  Maximize  College  resources  and  improve  communication  through  the  efficient 
distribution  of  materials  to  faculty  mailboxes.  Provide  sufficient  release  time  to 
the  Union  for  the  administration,  negotiation,  and  enforcement  of  the  contract 
with  the  District.  (Article  7) 

7.  Promote  and  protect  faculty's  academic  freedom  in  harmony  with  a  non- 
discriminatory workplace.  (Article  8) 

8.  Protect  the  procedural  and  substantive  rights  of  faculty  members  in  the 
evaluation  and  tenure  review  process.  Review  and  modify  the  tenure  review 
procedures  where  appropriate.  Define  the  criteria  for  awarding  tenure  before  or 
at  the  conclusion  of  the  four  year  tenure  process.  Review  the  student  evaluation 
form  and  procedures  and  make  appropriate  changes.  (Article  9) 

9.  Protect  the  procedural  and  substantive  rights  of  faculty  in  all  disciplinary 
procedures.  (Article  10) 

10.  Review,  assess,  and  clarify  Personnel  File  and  student  complaint  procedures. 
(Article  11) 

1 1 .  Retain  preference  rights  of  part-time  faculty  in  the  assignment  of  additional  hours 
and  for  full-time  positions.  Review  the  upgrading  process  and  handbook,  the 
District  Affirmative  Action  Plan,  and  Faculty  Hiring  Procedures  to  insure 
consistency  where  appropriate.  Review  District  policies  affecting  the  full- 
time/part-time  faculty  ratio  with  a  view  to  increasing  the  proportion  of  full-time 
jobs  in  the  District.  (Article  12) 

12.  Review  and  assess  assignments,  scheduling,  and  transfer  provisions  to  better 
allow  for  the  professional  development  and  contributions  of  the  faculty.  (Articles 
13,14) 

13.  Allow  for  more  flexible  scheduling  of  faculty  work  hours  to  improve  the  health, 
productivity,  and  professionalism  of  faculty  and  to  conserve  resources  of  the 
College  and  the  environment.  Review  new  trends  in  departmental  scheduling, 
such  as  short-term  courses,  Saturday  and  evening  classes,  shared  classes,  etc. 
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Discuss  the  implications  for  faculty  workload,  compensation,  and  eligibility  for 
benefits,  and  make  appropriate  contractual  changes.  (Article  13,  18,  20,  21) 

14.  Review  the  implementation  of  Article  13-1  Part-Time  Re-employment  Preference 
and  the  functioning  of  seniority  and  reemployment  qualifications.  Revise  where 
appropriate.  (Article  13-1) 

15.  Improve  the  work  environment  to  provide  adequate  facilities,  supplies  and 
services  to  insure  quality  instruction,  professional  standards,  and  health  and 
safety.  (Article  16) 

16.  Review  leave  provisions  and  procedures  and  revise  where  appropriate.  Review 
and  revise  sick  leave  rights  and  procedures,  including  accrual  and  use  of  sick 
leave  in  credit  and  non-credit  modes.  Assess  the  voluntary  sick  leave  bank 
program  and  provisions  and  revise  where  appropriate.  Support  professional 
development  of  faculty  during  sabbatical  leaves  without  loss  of  pay.  Consider 
the  extension  of  the  deadline  for  application  for  sabbatical  leaves.  (Article  17) 

17.  Assess  and  adjust  faculty  load,  class  size,  and  large  class  multipliers  as 
appropriate.  In  particular,  assess  the  impact  of  the  changes  made  duhng  the 
fiscal  crisis  of  1993  in  minimum  class  size  and  large  class  multiplier  load  credit. 
Assess  and  revise  where  appropriate  the  .75  load  factor  for  laboratory  courses  in 
today's  science  and  computer  programs.  Analyze  telecourse  workload  and  revise 
load  credit  and  large  class  multipliers  where  appropriate.  Analyze  and  correct 
load  factors  as  needed  to  achieve  parity  in  load  between  credit  and  non-credit  as 
well  as  other  modes  of  faculty  work.  (Article  18) 

18.  Negotiate  faculty  work  calendars  for  the  academic  year,  compensatory  time  for 
counseling  calendar,  and  intersessions  as  needed.  Review  changes  in  the 
definition  of  the  175  day  year  and  explore  possibilities  for  altered  semesters, 
assessing  student  needs,  faculty  rights,  and  enrollment  growth  potential.  (Article 
19) 

19.  AFT  seeks  to  sustain  through  a  long-term,  multi-year  agreement,  compensation 
levels  for  City  College  faculty  at  the  top  of  Bay  Ten  faculties  so  that  we  can 
attract,  develop,  and  retain  a  professional  teaching,  student  service,  librarian, 
and  research  faculty  that  is  among  the  best  and  most  diverse  in  the  California 
Community  Colleges.  (Article  20) 

a.  Review  and  expand  salary  provisions  to  encourage  and  reward 
professional  activities  and  contributions  of  faculty. 

b.  We  seek  equal  pay  for  equal  work  for  part-time  faculty  by  steadily 
increasing  part-time  salaries  relative  to  full-time  salaries  to  100%  pro-rata 
pay  to  improve  compensation  and  maximize  the  professional  contributions 

*•  of  all  faculty. 

c.  We  seek  to  improve  compensation  of  all  hourly  work  including  overload, 
summer,  substitute,  and  instructionally-related  towards  full  pro-rata  pay. 


166 


d.  Explore  ways  to  alleviate  the  financial  burden  placed  on  health  care 
faculty  who  must  pay  for  their  own  immunizations  and  insurance 
premiums  connected  to  their  CCSF  positions. 

e.  Review  and  revise  where  needed  criteria  for  salary  placement  and 
movement  on  salary  schedules  to  properly  reward  and  encourage 
professional  experience  and  achievement. 

f.  Provide  subsidies  for  faculty  parking  and  public  transit  expenses  where 
appropriate. 

g.  Address  payroll  and  paycheck  problems  concerning  information  on 
paychecks  about  faculty  pay,  retroactive  adjustments,  deductions,  and 
sick  leave  accrual.  Establish  guidelines  for  protecting  faculty  against 
unilateral  corrections  of  pay  or  of  alleged  overpayments. 

h.        Explore  the  possibilities  for  and  negotiate  an  appropriate     retirement 

incentive  for  faculty. 
1.  Explore  problems  and  seek  alternative(s)  to  part-time  faculty  break  in 

service  provisions  that  encourage  and  reward  faculty  experience  and 

professional  development. 

20.  Explore  benefits  options  that  are  suitable  to  the  needs  of  the  faculty, 
comparable  to  above  the  Bay  Area  community  colleges  median.  (Article 
21) 

a.  Analyze  the  crisis  in  the  S.F.  Health  Service  System  and  seek  solutions. 
Consider  alternative  health  plans  for  faculty,  such  as  the  plans  offered  by 
CAL-PERS. 

b.  Analyze  problems  with  Delta  Dental  and  consider  alternatives,  if  any. 

c.  Provide  District-paid  medical  coverage  during  the  summer  for  continuing 
part-time  faculty.  We  seek  year-round  employer-paid  medical  coverage 
for  continuing  part-time  faculty. 

d.  Provide  increased  employer-paid  dependent  health  coverage  for  eligible 
faculty. 

e.  Expand  District-paid  coverage  to  lifetime  dental  care  for  retired  faculty, 
and  medical  and  dental  coverage  to  part-time  faculty  who  retire. 

f.  Lower  the  threshold  for  eligibility  for  health  and  dental  benefits  for  part- 
time  faculty  to  40%  of  a  full-time  load.  Examine  and  adjust  eligibility 
requirements  for  part-time  faculty  to  accommodate  varying  load  factors 
and  time  periods  of  assignments. 

g.  Explore  flexible  benefits  plans  to  provide  new  choices  for  childcare, 
eldercare,  and  more. 

21.  Address  the  effects  of  new  technology  on  the  workloads  or  the  quality  of 
instruction  or  other  services  provided  by  faculty.  (Article  18) 

22.  Negotiate  intellectual  property  rights  of  faculty  to  fairly  compensate  faculty  for 
their  work  and  creations,  and  to  provide  for  administration  and  faculty  a 
procedure  for  resolving  copyright,  compensation,  and  workload  issues 
involved  in  new  forms  of  faculty  work  and  marketing  of  faculty-produced 
curriculum  and  other  materials.  (New  article) 
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23.  Review  provisions  for  Part-Time  Faculty  Employment  Contracts  and  make 

appropriate  modifications.  (Article  23) 

23.  Maintain  alternative  means  for  resolving  disputes  during  contract  negotiations 
including  reopener  negotiations  while  protecting  faculty  and  union  rights. 
(Article  24) 

24.  Review  contractual  exclusions  and  limitations  on  rights  of  categorical,  full- 
time  temporary,  summer  session,  day-to-day  substitute,  and  retired  faculty 
who  are  reemployed  as  faculty  and  revise  where  appropriate.  (Articles  25,  26, 
27.  28,  and  29) 

INTERESTS  IDENTIFIED  BY  THE  DISTRICT 

1.  Update  terminology  in  the  Agreement  (position  titles,  office  locations,  etc.) 
when  necessitated  by  changes  in  the  District's  organizational  structure  and 
staffing  patterns.  (All  Articles) 

2.  Determine  an  appropriate  period  of  time  for  the  duration  of  the  Successor 
Agreement  to  promote  stability  in  employer-employee  relations,  with 
appropriate  reopener  provisions.  (Article  1) 

3.  Review  the  Non-discrimination  provision  to  insure  that  it  continues  to  comply 
with  State  and  federal  law.  (Article  5) 

4.  Define  frequency  and  circumstances  for  administrator  teaching  assignments. 
(Article  6) 

5.  Explore  key  issues  relative  to  the  creation,  ownership  and  protection  of 
"Intellectual  Property"  within  the  academic  environment.  Address  patents, 
copyrights,  trademarks  and  technical  data  and  know-how  in  order  to  educate 
and  guide  faculty  and  administration  on  the  respective  rights  of  faculty  and 
the  employer  in  this  rapidly  evolving  area.  Define  a  process  by  which  issues 
underlying  proposed  projects  may  be  analyzed  and  disputes  regarding 
ownership  of  work  products  and  any  profits  thereof  may  be  avoided.  (Article 
8  and/or  New  Article) 

6.  Review  the  criteria  for  tenure  review  committee  membership  and  provisions 
for  continuity  of  committee  membership.  Review  criteria  on  tenure  review 
evaluation  forms,  and  the  facts,  conditions  or  events  which  may  warrant  a 
grant  of  tenure  before  the  conclusion  of  the  four-year  tenure  probationary 
period.       Review    appropriateness    of    compensation    for    tenure    review 

^        committee  members  and  mentors.  (Article  9,  applicable  exhibits) 

7.  Assess  the  clarity,  efficiency  and  economy  of  the  present  contract  language 
involving  disciplinary  standards  and  procedures.  (Article  10) 
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8.  Assess  the  effectiveness  and  appropriateness  of  the  Student  Complaint 
Procedure.  (Side  Letter  to  Article  1 1 ) 

9.  Review  the  Upgrading  provision,  the  Handbook  for  Faculty 
Screening/Interviewing  Committees,  the  Faculty  Hiring  Procedures  and  all 
other  related  and  appropriate  District  documents  to  assure  uniformity  and 
consistency  with  District  policy.  (Article  1 2) 

10.  Consider  the  feasibility  of  consolidating  the  Transfer  provision  into  the 
Assignment  and  Scheduling  provision.  (Articles  13, 14) 

11.  Consider  enabling  language  for  future  discussion  of  parking  fees  and 
incentives  for  use  of  public  transportation  and  other  measures  to  help  the 
District  to  comply  with  State  or  federal  Clean  Air  Act  requirements.  (Article 
16) 

12.  Explore  appropriate  limitations  on  use/abuse  of  leave  provisions.  Explore  the 
possibility  of  a  joint  District/Union  committee  to  evaluate  appropriateness  of 
sabbatical  proposals  and  adequacy  of  sabbatical  reports.  Reconsider 
definitions  of  approved  activities  for  Sabbatical  Leaves.  Insure  that  all  leave 
provisions  comply  with  applicable  State  and  federal  law.  (Article  17) 

13.  Assess  and  adjust  faculty  load,  class  size,  and  large  class  multipliers,  as 
appropriate,  in  accord  with  attaining  the  goal  of  being  above  the  median  of 
the  ten  Bay  Area  community  colleges.  (Article  18) 

14.  Provide  for  appropriate  levels  of  faculty  participation  in  graduation 
ceremonies.  (Article  1 9) 

15.  Continue  efforts  toward  attaining  the  goal  of  increasing  faculty  salaries  to 
above  the  Bay  Area  community  college  median  while 

a.  retaining  the  financial  ability  to  maintain  appropriate  levels  of  programs 
and  services  consistent  with  the  Mission  of  the  District, 

b.  maintaining  the  District's  fiscal  integrity, 

c.  operating  within  prudent  guidelines  regarding  revenues,  expenditures  and 
reserves, 

d.  appropriately  balancing  the  District's  commitments  and  obligations  to  its 
constituent  segments, 

e.  linking  compensation  levels/criteria  to  the  efficiency  and  productivity  levels 
necessary  to  fund  compensation,  and 

f.  developing  an  incentive  system  for  compensating  academic  achievement 
and  professional  growth,  including  but  not  limited  to  graduate  study  and 
other  appropriate  activities.  (Article  20) 
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16.  Explore  benefits  options  that  are  suitable  to  the  needs  of  faculty,  comparable  to 
above  the  Bay  Area  community  colleges  median,  and  adaptable  to  changes  in 
State  and/or  federal  law.  (Article  21 ) 

17.  Review  Part-time  Faculty  Employment  Contracts  to  continue,  modify,  or 
discontinue.  (Article  23) 

18.  Determine  whether  other  existing  provisions  of  the  Agreement  should  be 
applicable  to  full-  or  part-time  faculty  who  are  retired,  and  subsequently  re- 
employed as  part-time  faculty.  (Article  29) 

PROCESS 

The  parties  will  be  discussing  the  above  issues  in  light  of  their  respective  interests. 
They  will  jointly  develop  and  share  information,  and  will  take  part  in  an  open,  good  faith 
dialogue  geared  toward  identifying  options  and  mutually  acceptable  solutions. 

This  joint  proposal  is  symbolic  of  the  manner  in  which  the  parties  intend  to  pursue  and 
resolve  the  issues  which  confront  them.  While  the  parties  do  not  expect  that  the 
process  will  be  brief  or  easy,  they  do  expect  that  it  will  make  negotiations  as  efficient, 
substantive  and  non-combative  as  possible,  and  that  it  will  complement  the  character  of 
shared  governance  upon  which  District  operations  are  based. 
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CITY  COLLEGE  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

50  PHELAN  AVENUE  •  SAN   FRANCISCO,  CA  941  12  •  415.  239.3000 


DATE: 


December  16,  1999 


S2 


TO: 


Board  of  Trustees 


FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

SUBJECT:     SPECIAL 

Recommend  adopting  a  successor  collective  bargaining 
agreement  between  the  San  Francisco  Community 
College  District  Board  of  Trustees  and  the  Department 
Chairperson  Council,  for  the  period  January  1,  2000, 
through  December  31,  2002 
(Resolution  No:  991216-S2) 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

The  collective  bargaining  agreement  between  the  San  Francisco  Community  College 
District  (District)  Board  of  Trustees  and  the  Department  Chairperson  Council  (DCC)  will 
expire  on  December  31,  1999.  On  July  29,  1999,  the  District  provided  public  notice  of 
the  Initial  Proposal  of  the  DCC  for  a  successor  collective  bargaining  agreement  and 
established  a  public  meeting  in  August  1999  to  enable  members  of  the  public  to  express 
themselves  regarding  DCC's  Initial  Proposal.  On  August  26,  1999,  the  District  provided 
public  notice  of  the  Initial  Proposal  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  for  a  successor  collective 
bargaining  agreement  and  established  a  public  meeting  in  September  1999  to  enable 
members  of  the  public  to  express  themselves  regarding  the  Board  of  Trustees'  Initial 
Proposal.  On  September  30,  1999,  the  Board  of  Trustees  adopted  its  Initial  Proposal  to 
the  DCC  for  a  successor  collective  bargaining  agreement,  after  public  comment.  On 
November  8,  1999,  the  representatives  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  and  of  the  DCC 
reached  tentative  agreement  on  the  contract  provisions  of  a  successor  collective 
bargaining  agreement  (Agreement)  on  behalf  of  the  DCC  and  the  District  for  the  period 
January  1,  2000,  through  December  31,  2002.  On  December  9,  1999,  the  DCC  ratified 
the  Agreement.  The  Board  of  Trustees,  pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  3547.5, 
has  disclosed  at  a  public  meeting  the  major  provisions  of  the  Agreement,  including 
costs  to  be  incurred  for  the  current  and  subsequent  fiscal  years. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  District  approves,  ratifies  and 
adopts  the  Agreement  reached  between  the  District  and  the  DCC,  a  copy  of 
which  is  on  file  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  and  by  this  reference 
is  made  a  part  of  this  resolution  as  though  fully  set  forth  herein,  and  that  the  term 
of  said  Agreement  be  from  January  1 ,  2000,  through  December  31 ,  2002,  and 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That  the  Chancellor,  Vice  Chancellor  of 
Finance  and  Administration,  and/or  their  deslgnee(s)  are  hereby  authorized  and 
directed  to  implement  this  Resolution  and  to  submit  any  necessary  finance 
resolutions  to  fund  implementation  of  this  Resolution. 

Lawrence  C.  Klein,  Originator 
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DATE: 


December  16,  1999 


S3 


TO: 


Board  of  Trustees 


FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

SUBJECT:     SPECIAL 

Recommend  Adoption  of  Modified  Wage  Rates  for  Skilled  Crafts 
Bargaining  Unit  Classifications/Employees  for  Fiscal  Year  1999-2000 
(Resolution  No:  991216-S3) 


BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

The  representatives  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  and  the  exclusive 
representative  of  classified  employees  within  the  Skilled  Crafts  Bargaining  Unit  have 
met  and  discussed  the  wage  and  benefit  issues  under  contemplation  consistent  with 
the  Board  of  Trustees'  obligation  as  a  public  school  employer  under  the  Educational 
Employment  Relations  Act.  The  parties  have  reached  tentative  agreement  regarding 
adjusting  the  wage  rates  for  unit  employees,  as  set  forth  in  Attachment  1. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  the  Board  of  Trustees  adopts  the  modified  wage  rates  for  the 
classifications/employees  within  the  Skilled  Crafts  Bargaining  Unit  described  in 
Attachment  1,  to  be  effective  on  the  date  specified  therein; 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That  the  Chancellor  and  the  Vice  Chancellor  of 
Finance  and  Administration,  and/or  their  designee(s)  are  hereby  authorized  and 
directed  to  implement  this  Resolution  and  to  submit  any  necessary  finance 
resolutions  to  fund  implementation  of  this  Resolution. 

Lawrence  C.  Klein,  Originator 
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MODIFIED  WAGE  RATES 
FOR  SKILLED  CRAFTS  BARGAINING  UNIT  CLASSIFICATIONS/EMPLOYEES 

FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1999-2000 

CLASSIFICATIONS 

The  modified  wage  rates  as  set  forth  herein  shall  be  applicable  to  the  positions 
and/or  employees  in  the  following  classifications: 

3417  Gardener 

341 8  Gardener  Assistant  Supervisor  (vacant) 

3419  Municipal  Stadium  Groundskeeper 
3428  Nursery  Specialist 

7226  Carpenter  Supervisor  I 
7238  Electrician  Supervisor  I 
7242  Painter  Supervisor  I 
7342  Locksmith 

7344  Carpenter 

7345  Electrician 

7346  Painter 

7347  Plumber 

7348  Steamfitter 

7355  Truck  Driver  (Heavy,  Light,  Medium) 

WAGE  RATES 

The  present  hourly  wage  rates  for  the  above  classifications  shall  be  amended  as 
follows,  effective  December  25,  1999. 
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Class  # 

Class  Title 

Stepi 

Step  2 

Steps 

Step  4 

Step  5 

3417 

Gardener 

$17.22 

$18.07 

$18.96 

$19.89 

$20.87 

3418 

Gardener  Asst.  Supe. 

$19.89 

$20.87 

$21.89 

$22.97 

$24.13 

3419 

Municipal               Stadiums 
Groundskeeper 

$19.86 

$20.84 

$21.86 

$22.95 

$24.10 

3428 

Nursery  Specialist 

$19.89 

$20.87 

$21.89 

$22.97 

$24.13 

7226 

Carpenter  Supe.  1 

$28.32 

$29.72 

$31.20 

$32.77 

$34.41 

7238 

Electridan  Supe.  1 

$27.51 

$28.89 

$30.33 

$31.84 

$33.43 

7242 

Painter  Supe.  1  (A) 

$23.65 

$24.82 

$26.08 

$27.37 

$28.75 

7242 

Painter  Supe.  1  (B) 

$24.95 

$26.21 

$27.52 

$28.89 

$30.33 

7342 

Locksmith 

$22.97 

$24.13 

$25.32 

$26.57 

$27.91 

7344 

Carpenter 

$22.97 

$24.13 

$25.32 

$26.57 

$27.91 

7345 

Electrician 

$24.34 

$25.55 

$26.83 

$28.18 

$29.58 

7346 

Painter 

$20.87 

$21.89 

$22.97 

$24.13 

$25.32 

7347 

Plumber 

$26.45 

$27.78 

$29.15 

$30.61 

$32.13 

7348 

Steamfitter 

$26.45 

$27.78 

$29.15 

$30.61 

$32.13 

7355 

Truck  Driver  (Heavy) 

$23.31 

$25.69 

$25.69 

$25.69 

$25.69 

7355 

Tnjck  Driver  (Light) 

$20.19 

$22.23 

$22.23 

$22.23 

$22.23 

7355 

Truck  Driver  (Medium) 

$21.71 

$23.88 

$23.88 

$23.88 

$23.88 

INTENT 

This  resolution  is  not  intended  to  modify  any  other  form  of  compensation, 
benefits,  or  other  term  or  condition  of  employment  not  specifically  enumerated 
herein. 
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DATE: 


December  16,  1999 


S4 


TO: 


Board  of  Trustees 


FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

SUBJECT:     SPECIAL 

Recommend    Adoption    of    Modified    Wage    Rates    for    Specified 
Unrepresented  Classified  Building  Trades  Supervisory  and  Building 
Trades  Employees  for  Fiscal  Year  1999-2000 
(Resolution  No:  99121 6-S4) 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

The  administration  has  provided  the  non-exclusive  representative  of  the 
specified  "Building  Trades  Supervisory"  and  "Building  Trades"  employees  with  an 
opportunity  to  "meet  and  discuss"  the  wage  and  benefit  issues  under  contemplation 
consistent  with  the  Board  of  Trustees'  obligation  as  a  public  school  employer  under  the 
Educational  Employment  Relations  Act.  The  administration  has  subsequently 
recommended  adjusting  the  wage  rates  for  "Building  Trades  Supervisory"  and  "Building 
Trades"  employees,  as  set  forth  in  Attachment  1 . 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  the  Board  of  Trustees  adopts  the  modified  wage  rates  for  the 
"Building  Trades  Supervisory"  and  "Building  Trades"  classifications  described  in 
Attachment  1,  to  be  effective  on  the  date  specified  therein; 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That  the  Chancellor  and  the  Vice  Chancellor  of 
Finance  and  Administration,  and/or  their  designee(s)  are  hereby  authorized  and 
directed  to  implement  this  Resolution  and  to  submit  any  necessary  finance 
resolutions  to  fund  implementation  of  this  Resolution. 


Lawrence  C.  Klein,  Originator 
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991216-S4:  ATTACHMENT  1  (Page  1) 

MODIFIED  WAGE  RATES  FOR  DISTRICT  DESIGNATED 
BUILDING  TRADES  SUPERVISORY  AND  BUILDING  TRADES  CLASSIFICATIONS 

FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1999-2000 

I.        CLASSIFICATIONS 

The  modified  wage  rates  as  set  forth  herein  shall  be  applicable  to  the  positions 
and/or  employees  designated  as  "Building  Trades  Supervisory"  or  "Building 
Trades"  in  the  following  classifications: 

A.  BUILDING  TRADES  SUPERVISORY: 
7205  Chief  Stationary  Engineer 

B.  BUILDING  TRADES: 

7333  Apprentice  Stationary  Engineer 

7334  Stationary  Engineer 

7335  Senior  Stationary  Engineer 

WAGE  RATES 

The  present  hourly  wage  rates  for  the  above  "Building  Trades  Supervisory"  and 
"Building  Trades"  classifications  shall  be  amended  as  follows,  effective 
December  25,  1999. 


Class  # 

Class  Title 

Stepi 

Step  2 

Step  3 

Step  4 

Step  5 

7205 

Chief      Stationary 
Engineer 

$26.47 

$27.79 

$29.20 

$30.64 

$32.17 

7333 

Apprentice 
Stationary 
Engineer  (A) 

$16.65 

$17.92 

$19.20 

$20.48 

$21.75 

7333 

Apprentice 
Stationary 
Engineer  (B) 

$23.04 

$24.31 

$24.31 

$24.31 

$24.31 

7334 

Stationary 
Engineer 

$21.12 

$22.17 

$23.25 

$24.37 

$25.59 

7335 

Senior    Stationary 
Engineer 

$23.80 

$24.98 

$26.22 

$27.52 

$28.90 

in.        INTENT 


This  resolution  is  not  intended  to  modify  any  other  form  of  compensation, 
benefits,  or  other  term  or  condition  of  employment  not  specifically  enumerated 
herein. 
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DATE: 


December  16,  1999 


S5 


TO: 


Board  of  Trustees 


FROM: 


Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 


Subject:        SPECIAL 

Recommend  authorizing  the  administration  to  establish 
wage     rates/premiums    and     benefit     levels    for    the 
classification  of  Information  Systems  Manager  (1071) 
(Resolution  No.  991216-S5) 

BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

The  Administration  intends  to  fill  the  classification  of  Information  Systems  Manager 
(1071)  effective  on  or  about  January  15,  2000.  The  1071  classification  has  not 
previously  been  utilized  by  the  District.  Therefore,  the  Administration  recommends  that 
the  Board  of  Trustees  authorize  the  Administration  to  establish  wage  rates/premiums 
and  benefit  levels  for  the  1071  classification. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  the  Board  of  Trustees:  (1)  authorizes  the  Administration  to  establish 
the  hourly  wage  rates  for  fiscal  year  1999-2000  for  the  1071  classification  as  follows: 
$36.66  at  Step  1;  $38.50  at  Step  2;  $40.43  at  Step  3;  $42.45  at  Step  4;  and  $44.58  at 
Step  5,  and  (2)  authorizes  the  Administration  to  establish  benefit  levels  for  the  5268 
classification  consistent  with  the  benefit  levels  provided  to  other  unrepresented 
classified  management,  supervisory  and  confidential  employees,  as  appropriate;  and 

FURTHER  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That  the  Chancellor  and  the  Vice  Chancellor  of 
Finance  and  Administration,  and/or  their  designee(s),  are  hereby  authorized  and 
directed  to  implement  this  resolution  and  to  submit  any  necessary  finance  resolutions  to 
fund  implementation  of  this  resolution. 


Clara  Starr,  Originator 
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DATE:  December  16,  1999 


S6 


TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject:        SPECIAL 

Establishment  of  Alumni  Resource  Development 
and  Recognition  Program 
(Resolution  No.  991216-S6) 


BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

City  College  of  San  Francisco  has  developed  a  long-term  list  of  priority  needs  and 
facilities  requirements  that  include  the  need  for  new  and  remodeled 
classroom/laboratory  space  and  buildings;  renovation  of  existing  facilities;  campus 
beautification  and  landscaping;  and  on  going,  scheduled  maintenance.  City 
College  annually  serves  more  than  95,000  students  and  has  been  serving  a 
significant  number  of  area  residents  since  1935,  resulting  in  a  strong  base  of 
potential  support  that  needs  to  be  organized,  tracked,  and  nurtured. 


RECOMMENDATION: 

WHEREAS:  City  College  is  seeking  to  cultivate  and  develop  a 
strong  relationship  and  bond  with  Alumni  and  friends  of  CCSF;  and 

WHEREAS:   It  is  prudent  to  develop  additional  sources  of  revenue 
to  support  various  CCSF  needs;  and 

WHEREAS:   It  has  been  suggested  that  a  "Walk  of  Fame", 
comprised  of  individual  bricks  or  pavement  enhancements 
acknowledging  the  names  of  the  graduating  class  member  or 
organization,  or  any  combination  thereof;  and 
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WHEREAS:  There  has  also  been  an  expressed  need  for  special 
funds  to  support  campus  beautification  and  landscaping 
requirements, 

THEREFORE.  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That  the  Board  hereby  directs 
the  Chancellor,  the  District  Administration,  and  the  new  Dean  of 
College  Development  to  work  with  the  selected  college  committees 
to  effectively  implement  this  special  Alumni  Recognition  Program 
(including  the  Walk  of  Fame)  as  soon  as  feasible. 


Originators:    Trustee  James  Haskell  Mayo, 
Trustee  Lawrence  Wong 
Trustee  Anita  Grier 


I 
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DATE:  December  16,  1999 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject: 


S7 


SPECIAL 

Feasibility  Study  to  Review  Distance  Learning 

Opportunities  with  Public  Transportation,  i.e. 

BART/Caltrain 

(Resolution  No.991216-S7) 


BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

City  College  is  in  the  process  of  developing  a  technology  plan  that  will  provide  for 
the  identification  of  a  variety  of  opportunities  for  connecting  the  campuses  in  our 
District  to  enhance  the  opportunities  for  distance  learning,  telecommunications, 
and  interactive  television. 

Other  colleges  and  universities  are  actively  pursuing  a  variety  of  innovative 
approaches  to  develop  delivery  services  that  meet  the  growing  demands  of 
today's  working  adults  for  access  to  educational  opportunities.  Among  the 
successful  models  are  the  "commuting  classrooms,"  now  a  global  phenomena, 
inspired  by  the  "Brain  Train",  launched  in  1997  by  Capilano  College  in  North 
Vancouver.  In  Long  Island,  NY,  the  Long  Island  Railroad  classroom  on  wheels 
comes  complete  with  audiovisual  presentations,  microphones  for  students  and 
instructors,  and  a  swivel  chair  for  the  instructor  to  face  students  on  either  side. 
Within  two  years,  the  time  spent  on  a  commuter  train  may  earn  a  rider  his  or  her 
degree.  The  tuition  cost  will  be  the  same  as  for  courses  offered  on  the  local 
college  campus,  plus  the  regular  commuting  cost. 

As  commuting  time  increases  around  the  Bay  Area,  solutions  like  the  "Brain  Train" 
are  the  kind  of  options  we  need  to  consider  as  we  develop  our  Technology 
Communication  Plan. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 


I 


THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED:  That  the  Board  of  Trustees  has 
directed  the  Chancellor  to  allocate  $15,000  to  assess  the  needs  for 
such  a  delivery  system  and  examine  the  feasibility  of  putting  such  a 
system  In  place  for  this  District  in  cooperation  with  Bay  Area  Public 
Transit. 


Originators: 


Tmstee  Rodel  Rodis 
Trustee  Robert  Varni 
Trustee  Anita  Grier 
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DATE:  December  16,  1999  S8 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 

Subject:        SPECIAL 

Proposed  Legislative  Action  Plan 
(Resolution  No.    990128-S8 ) 


BACKGROUND  INFORMATION: 

Attached  for  your  review  and  approval  is  a  copy  of  the  proposed  Legislative 
Action  Plan  which  provides  specific  details  on  the  Board  of  Governor's  budget 
request  for  2000-2001.  You  will  note  that  for  each  of  the  major  items  of  the 
budget  requests,  we  have  provided  a  "brief  overview  of  the  issue  and  how  it 
impacts  on  City  College.  In  each  case  we  have  pointed  out  what  would  be  City 
College's  fair  share  allocation.  Additionally,  other  Legislative  Issues  are  also 
identified  (e.g.  Non-Credit  Equity)  and  their  relevance  to  City  College  are 
discussed. 

It  is  my  intent  to  utilize  this  as  a  guide  for  our  future  work  in  Sacramento.  We 
need  to  be  mindful  that  situations  and  issues  change  as  the  legislative  process 
evolves.  Peter  Goldstein,  Dale  Shimasaki,  Leslie  Smith  and  I  met  with 
representatives  of  our  legislative  delegation  to  Jay  the  groundwork  for  our  plans 
and  agendas.  Early  in  the  coming  legislative  session,  I  plan  to  arrange  meetings 
with  our  legislative  delegation  and  as  many  of  our  Board  members  as  possible. 
The  purpose  would  be  to  push  our  legislative  priorities  and  discuss  the  dynamics 
of  the  legislative  session,  and  solicit  their  support  for  our  institution. 

I  recommend  the  Board  approve  the  Plan  with  the  understanding  that  it  is  a 
"living/evolving"  document  that  will  necessarily  have  to  change  as  the  need  and 
situation  arises.  Thank  you  for  your  support.  Finally,  I'd  like  to  thank  Peter 
Goldstein,  Bob  Gabriner,  Leslie  Smith  and  Dale  Shimasaki  for  their  assistance  in 
putting  this  plan  together. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 

RESOLVED:  That  the  Board  of  Trustees  adopts  the  attached  "City  College  of 
San  Francisco  Legislative  Priority  List  FY  2000-2001"  as  the  District's  position  on 
substantive  issues  that  will  be  addressed  during  the  1999  Legislative  Session. 

Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Originator 
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INTRODUCTION 


City  College  of  San  Francisco  Budgetary  and  Legislative  Priority  Packet  is  presented  to  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  Delegation  as  a  guide  to  City  College's  position  on  the  proposed 
community  college  funding  and  substantive  issues  that  will  be  addressed  during  the  2000 
Legislative  Session. 

The  format  follows  that  of  the  Board  of  Governor's  Community  Colleges'  Budget  Requests, 

but  it  also  includes  specific  projections  and  impact  analysis  as  it  applies  to  City  College.  The 
information  regarding  the  budget  request  reflects  our  operational  requirements  and  priorities  for 
both  on-going  and  one-time  support  for  both  Proposition  98  and  non-Proposition  98  dollars.  The 
Capital  Outlay  Budget  requests  for  City  College  of  San  Francisco  are  also  included,  although  not 
part  of  the  state  plan  at  this  point  in  time. 

There  are  a  number  of  Legislative  Issues  which  will  be  coming  before  the  legislature  in  one  form 
or  another,  and  an  attempt  has  been  made  to  highlight  our  position  on  these  issues. 
The  issues  that  are  included  are  those  that  have  been  identified-to-date  by  City  College  and  will 
be  expanded  and/or  modified  as  they  move  through  the  budget  and  legislative  cycle. 

It  will  be  our  practice  throughout  the  legislative  session  to  keep  the  entire  delegation  appraised  of 
information  regarding  City  College  of  San  Francisco  and  the  Board  of  Governor's  legislative 
priorities,  as  they  develop  and  evolve.  The  Chancellor,  his  Governmental  Relations  Liaison,  Mr. 
Dale  Shimasaki,  Senior  Partner  of  Strategic  Education  Services,  and  Leslie  P.  Smith,  Special 
Assistant  to  the  Chancellor  for  Governmental  Affairs,  are  and  will  be  available  to  assist  the 
delegations  upon  call  and  to  advise  on  other  issues  pertinent  to  community  colleges  and  post- 
secondary  education. 

For  further  information  contact: 


Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr. 

Chancellor 

City  College  of  San  Francisco 

50  Phelan  Avenue,  E-200 

San  Francisco,  CA  94112 

415-239-3303 

Fax  415-239-3918 


Dr.  Dale  Shimasaki 

Senior  Partner 

Strategic  Education  Services 

1130  K  Street,  Suite  250 

Sacramento,  CA  95814 

916-441-3909 

Fax  916-441-4577 


Leslie  P.  Smith 

Special  Assistant  for  Governmental  Affairs 

City  College  of  San  Francisco 

50  Phelan  Avenue,  E-200 

San  Francisco,  CA  94112 

415-452-5132 

Fax  415-239-3918 


186 


CITY  COLLEGE  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
LEGISLATIVE  PRIORITY  LIST 

BUDGET  REOUEST  FY  2000-2001 

ONGOING  FUNDS 

Outlined  below  are  the  major  components  of  the  Board  of  Governor's  2000-2001  Budget 
Request  that  impact  on  CCSF,  which  are  viewed  as  priority  requirements  for  our  District.  All  of 

the  sections  below  discuss  allocations  that  City  College  of  San  Francisco  would  receive 

above  and  beyond  its  1999-2000  budget.  In  addition,  there  are  requests  that  are  a  priority 

to  City  College  that  have  either  not  been  fully  developed  by  the  Chancellor's  Office  or 

have  not  been  included  in  the  system's  budget  requests. 

APPORTIONMENT 

COLA  (2.75%) 

The  anticipated  statutory  COLA  is  1 .75%,  which  is  insufficient  to  meet  the  annual  cost  mandates 
or  collective  bargaining  agreements  of  districts.  Therefore,  the  system  is  proposing  a  "COLA  plus 
one"  to  provide  funding  to  cover  the  cost  to  continue  of  the  districts.  The  California  Consumer 
Price  Index  is  anticipated  to  be  3.1%  for  2000.  The  Federal  COLA  granted  to  all  Federal 
employees  is  at  3.8%  with  Bay  Area  employees  receiving  an  additional  increase  to  4.25%) 
because  of  the  higher  costs  associated  with  living  in  this  area.  Therefore,  this  COLA  request 
seems  quite  modest. 

Furthermore,  the  community  colleges  received  no  COLA  for  four  years  (1991-92  through  1994- 
95)  for  which  the  uncompounded,  statutorily  mandated  COLA's  totaled  10.33%).  Therefore, 
community  colleges  incurred  at  least  a  10.33%  increase  in  the  costs  to  continue  for  which  the 
state  has  never  compensated  the  districts. 

System  Request:  $108,346,000 

CCSF  Anticipated  Allocation:  $2,900,000  (Includes  COLA  for  EOPS, 

DSPS,  CARE,  Matriculation,  and  Basic 

SkiUs) 

Growth  (4%) 

The  system  request  for  growth  funds  reflects  four  community  college  priorities:  1)  improving  the 
participation  rate  from  61  students  per  1000  adults  to  73  students  per  1000  adult  Califomians,  2) 
accommodating  the  600,000  to  700,000  increase  in  college-age  students  commonly  referred  to  as 
Tidal  Wave  II,  3)  preparing  the  students  referred  by  CSU  to  complete  their  pre-collegiate  work  in 
math  and  English,  and  4)  educating  and  training  students  in  the  areas  of  workforce  and  economic 
development. 

The  state  calculates  the  exact  growth  rate  for  each  district  based  on  adult  population  growth,  high 
school  graduation  rate,  and  participation  rate.  Since  these  rates  change  from  year  to  year,  the 
exact  district  growth  rate  is  not  known  until  the  summer  preceding  the  budget  year.  For  fiscal 
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year  1999-2000  the  state  Chancellor's  Office  targeted  a  growth  rate  of  3.8%  for  City  College  of 
San  Francisco.  A  change  in  the  growth  formula  is  being  recommended  by  the  Chancellor's  Office 
to  accommodate  those  districts  that  have  a  low  participation  rate.  If  implemented,  this  would 
increase  the  amount  of  growth  dollars  allocated  to  CCSF. 

System  Request:  $144,475,000 

CCSF  Anticipated  AUocation:  $4,000,000  (Includes  COLA  for  EOPS, 

DSPS,  CARE,  Matriculation,  and  Basic 
Skills)  IF  CCSF  enroUment  grows  by  3.8% 


FARTNERSfflP  FOR  EXCELLENCE 

Partnership  is  a  mutual  commitment  between  the  California  Community  Colleges  and  the  State  of 
California  to  significantly  expand  the  contribution  of  the  community  colleges  to  the  social  and 
economic  success  of  California.  The  increase  in  this  contribution  is  measured  in  a  series  of  goals 
involving  the  number  of  transfers,  certificates,  degrees,  successful  course  completions, 
enrollments  in  workforce  development,  and  movement  through  the  basic  skills  continuum. 

The  second  part  of  the  proposal  is  to  begin  to  move  the  amount  of  per  Full-Time  Equivalent 
Student  funding  in  the  California  Community  Colleges  to  the  national  average. 

This  will  be  the  third  year  of  this  seven-year  program  slated  to  bring  in  an  additional  $700  million 
into  the  system.  In  year  one,  the  system  did  receive  $100  million,  but  in  year  two  the  community 
colleges  only  received  an  augmentation  of  $45  million.  Thus  this  year's  proposal  is  for  the 
anticipated  augmentation  of  $100  million  plus  the  $55  million  not  received  last  year. 


System  Request:  $155,000,000 

CCSF  Anticipated  Allocation:  $5,400,000 


EQUALIZATION/EQUITY 

AB  734  (Romero),  signed  by  the  Governor,  mandates  a  report  to  the  Governor  and  the 
Legislature,  preferably  by  January  15,  2000,  on  equity  issues  relating  to  community  college 
financing  formulas.  A  Funding  Formula  Task  Force  has  been  meeting  since  June  to  address  these 
issues  which  include  program  based  funding  criteria,  equalization,  cost  of  living  adjustment  rates, 
and  non-credit  instruction.  The  Task  Force  did  make  recommendations  for  credit  equalization  and 
COLA  adjustments,  but  not  for  noncredit.  Dr.  Day  has  put  a  proposal  for  noncredit  on  the  table, 
which  is  currently  the  only  proposal.  A  final  recommendation  should  be  made  by  February  2000. 

Credit  Equalization 

There  are  two  types  of  equalization  in  this  proposal.  The  first  is  based  on  standards  and  the 
second  is  based  on  total  revenue  per  student. 

Community  College  reform  legislation  was  implemented  at  the  beginning  of  the  decade  to 
establish  Program-based  Funding  Standards  for  the  Community  Colleges.  It  was  recognized  that 
to  implement  the  new  standards  would  cost  money,  so  a  cost  model  was  developed.  Therefore, 
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districts  with  standards  below  the  state  average  became  ehgible  to  receive  equahzation  dollars 
with  no  requirement  that  the  districts  spend  those  dollars  on  improving  state-established 
standards.  However,  there  was  no  recognition  of  the  higher  costs  incurred  by  colleges  with  good 
practices  and,  therefore,  higher  standards.  City  College  of  San  Francisco  falls  into  the  latter 
category. 

Added  this  year,  is  credit  equalization  based  on  the  calculated  amount  a  district  receives  per  Full- 
Time  Equivalent  Student.  The  differences  between  districts  are  mainly  due  to  historical 
differences  in  what  local  voters  were  willing  to  pay  for  education  in  their  district.  There  is  no 
cost-model  associated  with  this  second  approach. 

However,  this  second  approach  ignores  one  historical  anomaly:  the  inclusion  of  noncredit/adult 
education  programs  as  part  of  the  community  college.  Statewide  several  community  colleges, 
including  San  Francisco,  included  the  adult  education  programs  when  community  colleges  were 
established  as  separate  entities  from  the  K-12's  in  the  early  70's.  At  the  time  of  separation,  the 
funding  for  credit  or  noncredit  was  the  same;  any  differential  was  based  solely  on  the  age  of  the 
student.  And  in  fact  City  College  operated  its  credit  and  noncredit  programs  with  much  the  same 
standards,  i.e.  full-time  faculty,  counselors,  libraries,  and  dedicated  facilities.  In  the  post- 
Proposition  13  environment,  two  statewide  changes  occurred  which  negatively  affected  noncredit. 
The  first  occurred  in  1981  and  artificially  lowered  the  reimbursement  rate  for  noncredit  to  about 
half  that  of  credit.  The  second  change,  as  part  of  program -based  funding,  really  did  change  the 
reimbursement  rate  for  noncredit  to  about  half  that  of  credit;  it  was  silent  on  the  issue  of  standards 
for  noncredit.  Therefore,  all  districts  with  large  noncredit  programs  actually  have  the  lowest  level 
of  reimbursement  per  Full-Time  Equivalent  Student.  However,  this  model  excludes  all  noncredit 
students  from  the  model,  and  therefore,  CCSF  is  once  again  ineligible  for  any  equalization 
funding. 

System  Request:  $15,000,000 

CCSF  Anticipated  Allocation:  $0 


Noncredit  Equity 

At  the  November  1999  meeting  of  the  Board  of  Governors  of  the  California  Community 
Colleges,  the  Board  directed  the  State  Chancellor's  Office  to  include  a  proposal  to  begin  to 
correct  the  inequities  in  noncredit  funding.  Chancellor  Day  has  developed  a  funding  alternative 
that  would  begin  to  establish  a  cost-model  based  on  standards  for  noncredit.  The  proposal  would 
provide  funding  for  half  the  credit  standard  for  instructional  services,  but  would  be  mtended  to 
also  provide  a  standard  for  noncredit  student  support  services.  Seventy  out  of  72  districts  would 
receive  funding  under  this  plan  which  would  also  provide  a  base-level  of  funding  for  small 
districts,  as  well  as  incentive  funding  for  districts  which  make  a  commitment  to  serve  the 
noncredit  students  in  their  districts,  i.e.  either  10%  of  their  students  or  1000  FTES  need  to  be  in 
noncredit  programs. 

This  proposal  is  a  beginning  point  to  solve  the  noncredit  issue.  It  does  not  attempt  to  undo  or  redo 
the  entire  funding  system  of  the  community  colleges  by  establishing  an  entire  new  method  of 
funding.  Rather  it  begins  to  address  the  needs  of  these  most  economically  and  educationally 
disadvantaged  students.  With  the  Community  Colleges  expanding  responsibilities  in  the  areas  of 
workforce  development,  remediation  and  CalWORKS,  it  is  in  the  state's  interest  to  enable  all 
colleges  to  be  provide  instructional  and  student  support  services  to  increase  the  success  of  these 
students. 
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System  Request:  Unknown 

CCSF  Proposal:  $1 5, 000,000 

CCSF  Anticipated  Allocation:  $1,700,000 


FACULTY  AND  STAFF  SALARIES  AND  BENEFITS 

Even  if  the  proposed  "COLA  plus  One"  is  funded,  it  would  only  make  up  a  small  fraction  of  the 
revenue  lost  to  districts  in  the  early  90's.  Therefore,  districts  will  still  have  difficulty  meeting 
their  contractual  obligations  to  existing  staff.  City  College  is  rated  number  1  in  the  state  in  terms 
of  treatment  of  part-time  faculty,  full-time/part-time  ratio,  but  there  are  still  insufficient  resources 
to  respect  the  principle  of  Equal  Pay  for  Equal  Work.  Furthermore,  the  Governor  signed  AB  420 
(Wildman)  which  expanded  the  pool  of  who  is  eligible  for  state  funded  health  benefits  and  office 
hours,  but  only  moderately  increased  the  amount  of  money  in  the  incentive  funds.  It  can  be 
anticipated  that  the  incentive  funds  will  be  exhausted  at  their  current  level  and  will  need 
additional  dollars  to  provide  adequate  incentive  and  reimbursement  to  districts  if  reforms  are  to 
be  implemented.  In  addition,  AB  420  called  for  the  California  Post-Secondary  Education 
Commission  (CPEC)  to  conduct  a  study  and  to  develop  findings  by  March  of  2000  on  the  status 
of  part-time  faculty  in  the  system.  We  expect  the  CPEC  study  will  find  that  there  are  inequities  in 
funding. 

Last  year's  Community  College  COLA  fell  far  short  of  the  annual  pay  raises  received  by  CSU 
and  UC  faculty.  There  needs  to  be  a  source  of  funds  to  provide  Equal  Pay  for  Equal  Work  for  all 
faculty,  provide  office  hours  and  health  benefits  for  part-time  faculty,  and  improve  working 
conditions.  The  ultimate  allocation  of  these  resources  should  be  made  locally,  through  the  local 
collective  bargaining  processes. 

The  statewide  CEO's  of  California  Community  Colleges  proposed  this  level  of  "human 
resources"  augmentation,  but  the  Community  College  Board  of  Governors  did  not  adopt  this 
budget  request  as  part  of  the  system  package.  Faculty  groups  will  actively  be  pursuing  these 
issues.  San  Francisco's  position  is  to  pursue  funding  that  fully  funds  the  community  colleges  to 
achieve  the  highest  level  of  student  success,  benefits  all  segments  of  the  community  colleges, 
lends  itself  to  building  consensus  among  all  constituencies,  and  anticipates  the  system's  needs  in 
advance. 

System  Request:  $0 

CCSF  Proposal:  $50,000,000 

CCSF  Anticipated  Allocation:  $1,750,000 


fflCH  ACfflEVEMENT  PROGRAMS  FOR  MINORITY  STUDENTS  (STUDENT 
OUTREACH  AND  ACCESS  PROGRAMS) 

This  initiative  is  reflective  of  the  growing  recognition  that  minority  student  participation  and 
success  in  post-secondary  education  is  becoming  a  demographic  imperative.  The  results  of  the 
recent  study  sponsored  by  the  College  Board  and  the  Rand  Corporation  underscore  the 
pervasiveness  of  the  problem  and  the  magnitude  of  the  challenge  we  face.  In  California,  it  is  fully 
expected  that  by  2010,  over  40%  of  the  state's  population  and  56.9%  of  the  youth  (age  0-17 
years)  will  be  minorities.  Other  states  such  as  Texas,  Florida,  New  York,  New  Mexico  will  be 
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similarly  situated.  Frankly,  the  track  record  to  date,  particularly  with  African- Americans  and 
Latino  educational  attainment  levels,  has  not  been  as  successful  as  we  would  have  liked  nor  as  is 
needed. 

The  California  Community  Colleges  are  committed  to  not  only  keeping  the  colleges  diverse,  but 
also  ensuring  the  success  of  the  diverse  student.  In  order  to  accomplish  this,  three  programs  that 
target  specific  student  populations  have  been  selected  to  receive  increased  funding. 

The  augmentation  for  Puente  will  increase  the  number  of  programs  from  40  to  60  and  the  number 
of  students  served  from  33,000  to  62,500. 

The  HOPS  augmentation  would  increase  the  number  of  students  who  receive  funding,  to  provide 
adequate  supplemental  services,  and  to  provide  base  funding  for  the  Copper  Mountain  Campus. 

DSPS  funding  will  both  restore  service  levels  that  have  been  eroded  due  to  growth  as  well  as 
address  deficiencies  identified  by  the  Office  of  Civil  Rights. 

System  Request:  $27,909,200 

Puente  Program  $  3,366,000 

EOPS  $  8,343,200 

DSPS  Service  Levels     $  4,500,000 
DSPS  Equipment  $11,700,000 

CCSF  Anticipated  Allocation :  $  600,000 


FACULTY  AND  STAFF  DIVERSITY  AND  QUALITY 

This  proposal  would  improve  the  diversity  and  quality  of  the  Community  College  faculty.  There 
are  four  components: 

•  Increase  faculty  internships  (an  average  of  $1 12,676  per  college)  and  enlarge  teacher 
preparation  programs  (RFA's), 

•  Expand  recruitment  (an  average  of  $35,21 1  per  college), 

•  Augment  Faculty  and  Staff  Diversity  Fund  by  $4.2  million,  and 

•  Augment  Faculty  and  Staff  Development  Fund  by  $4  million 

System  Request:  $18,700,000 

CCSF  Anticipated  Allocation:  $  400,000 


TELECOMMUNICATIONS  AND  TECHNOLOGY  INFRASTRUCTURE  (TTIP) 
PROGRAM 

The  system  has  received  $83.3  million  dollars  so  far  as  part  of  the  TTIP  Program.  This  is  the 
proposal  for  the  fourth  year.  TTiis  Budget  Change  Proposal  addresses  these  three  areas: 

•  Access  to  higher  education  services  (how  technology  can  make  it  better), 

•  The  product  delivered  at  the  CCC  system  (how  technology  improves  instruction  and 
course  content,  and 
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•  Productivity  issues  (how  technology  enhances  the  productivity,  organization,  personnel, 

and  registration  of  students). 
The  proposal  provides  $6.3  million  to  expand  4CNet  and  add  telephone  capability,  expand  the 
Human  Resources  fund  by  $2  million,  and  fund  $8  million  for  staff  support. 

City  College  of  San  Francisco  has  just  been  given  funding  for  two  nodes  (college  and  district 
office),  so  funding  should  be  double  what  it  would  have  been  previously. 

System  Request:  $16,300,000 

CCSF  Anticipated  Allocation:  $400,000 


ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 

The  Economic  Development  proposal  encompasses  four  main  areas: 

•  $7  million  for  Industry-driven  Regional  collaboratives  (RFA's), 

•  $1,924  million  for  new  initiatives  in  information  technologies  (RFA's), 

•  $.5  million  for  emerging  initiatives  (RFA's),  and 

•  $.5  million  for  reconfiguration  and  designation  of  program  services  based  on  economic 
and  labor  market  factors. 

System  Request:  $9,924,000 

CCSF  Anticipated  Allocation:  TBD  by  competitive  grants 


SCHEDULED  MAINTENANCE  AND  SPECIAL  REPAIRS 

This  proposal  merges  four  existing  programs:  Scheduled  Maintenance  &  Special  Repairs 
Program  ($1 1  million  augmentation),  Hazardous  Substance  Program  ($7  million  augmentation), 
Architectural  Barrier  Removal  Program  ($10  million),  and  Seismic  Retrofit  Program  (one-time 
funding  of  $10  million)  are  funded  based  on  each  district's  annual  Scheduled  Maintenance  Five- 
Year  Plan.  The  Chancellor's  Office  is  asking  that  funds  be  available  for  expenditure  over  a  two- 
year  period.  The  removal  of  the  requirement  for  a  local  match  would  be  most  beneficial. 


System  Request:  $38,000,000 

CCSF  Anticipated  Allocation:  $1,000,000 


ONE-TIME  FUNDS 


BLOCK  GRANT  FOR  INSTRUCTIONAL  EQUIPMENT/SCHEDULED 
MAINTENANCE/HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS/ADA 

One-time  monies  to  partially  fund  needs  in  all  of  these  areas.  How  dollars  would  be  split  between 
the  listed  programs  has  not  as  yet  been  determined. 

System  Request:  $35,000,000 
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CCSF  Anticipated  Allocation:  $  Unknown 

FEDERAL  ETHNICITY  AND  RACE  REPORTING  t 

The  Federal  Office  of  Management  and  Budgets  has  revised  their  data  standards  with  regard  to 
race  and  ethnicity  for  the  U.S.  population.  In  order  to  meet  the  new  requirements,  colleges  will 
have  to  make  major  changes  to  their  data  systems,  application  forms  and  computer  programs. 

System  Request:  $3,520,000 

CCSF  Anticipated  Allocation:  $39,000 


WORKFORCE  EQUIPMENT 

$35  million  would  be  provided  to  programs  that  have  the  mission  to  train  students  for  the 
workforce  by  competitive  grants  rather  than  the  usual  per  FTES  funding  for  instructional 
equipment.  There  would  be  a  10%  local  match. 

The  Fund  for  Instructional  Improvement  would  be  augmented  by  $10  million  to  provide  faculty 
and  staff  release  time  and  technical  assistance  to  incorporate  new  technology  into  the  curricula 
and  develop  new  skill  sets. 


System  Request:  $45,000,000 

CCSF  Anticipated  Allocation:  Competitive  grants 


NON-PROPOSITION  98  FUNDS 


ENERGY  SAVINGS  PROJECTS  (PVEA  FUNDS) 

Annually  the  Legislature  appropriates  funds  for  energy  assistance  projects  from  the  Petroleum 
Violation  Escrow  Account  (PVEA).  This  proposal  would  establish  an  energy  conservation 
program  similar  to  the  Energy  Commission's  program  be  created  within  the  coiranunity  college 
system.  The  administration  of  this  program  would  function  the  same  as  the  Scheduled 
Maintenance  and  Hazardous  Substance  Abatement  programs. 


4 


System  Request:  $10,000,000 

CCSF  Anticipated  Allocation:  Project  basis 


CAPITAL  OUTLAY  REOUEST  FY  2000-2001 

The  Board  of  Governors  of  the  California  Community  Colleges  has  approved  a  list  of 

Proposed  Capital  Outlay  Projects  for  2000-2001  that  total  $312,357,000  in  requests. 

Not  a  single  one  of  those  dollars  is  targeted  for  City  College  of  San  Francisco,  one 

of  the  largest  districts  in  the  state.  Furthermore,  the  state  has  relied  on  the  voters  of  San 
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Francisco,  who  vote  overwhelmingly  for  school  and  higher  education  bonds,  to  pass 

bonds  that  fund  capital  outlay  projects  throughout  the  state.  The  state  needs  to  give 

consideration  to  realistic  and  equitable  requests. 

CAPITAL  OUTLAY  FACILITIES  NEEDS 

City  College  of  San  Francisco  needs  $3,266,797,  to  have  these  stages  of  its  Capital 
Outlay  Five- Year  Plan  funded  in  the  next  fiscal  year  in  order  to  stay  on  course.  This  is 
only  about  1%  of  the  total  statewide  capital  outlay  requests  and  includes  the  following: 

Preliminary  Plans  for  the  Chinatown/North  Beach  Campus        $1,263,550 
Working  Drawings  for  Funds  for  the  Mission  Campus  $1,1 74,000 

Preliminary  Planning  for  Health  and  Safety  ofGym/P.E.  Bldg.   $   829,247 


KEY  LEGISLATIVE  ISSUES 

These  issues  are  consistent  with  the  system's  legislative  package. 

AUTOMATIC  PROPERTY  TAX  BACKFILL 

The  community  colleges  base  and  implement  their  budgets  based  on  estimated  tax  revenues,  thus 
expenditures,  course  schedules,  hiring,  and  most  other  expenses  are  encumbered  before  the  state 
accurately  knows  its  revenues  for  the  fiscal  year.  The  community  colleges  should  receive  an 
automatic  property  tax  backfill  as  K-12  does. 

ALLOW  CALWORKS  STUDENTS  TO  RECEIVE  CREDIT  FOR  STUDY  HOURS 

National  standards  require  that  students  spend  2-hours  outside  of  the  classroom  studying  for  each 
hour  in  the  classroom.  To  not  count  these  homework  hours  towards  the  32-hours  per  week 
requirement  puts  an  unfair  burden  on  CalWORKS  recipients  in  educational  programs. 

MODIFY  BOND  SPLIT 

Currently  the  Community  Colleges,  the  State  Universities,  and  the  UC's  split  higher  education 
bond  dollars  equally.  The  split  formula  should  be  modified  to  better  reflect  the  size  of  the 
Community  Colleges.  The  majority  of  Tidal  Wave  II  will  be  absorbed  by  the  Community 
Colleges  and  there  will  be  substantial  facility  needs  associated  with  this  influx  of  nearly  a  half 
million  people. 

NO  SALES  TAX  FOR  STUDENT  TEXTBOOK 

Exempt  from  sales  tax  textbooks  purchased  by  currently  enrolled  community  college  students  and 
bought  from  a  community  college  bookstore. 
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FEDERAL  LEGISLATION 

Support  the  AACC,  ACCCT,  and  the  Student  Alhance  legislative  agenda  for  the  106*  Congress. 


i 


PROPOSITIONS 

Support  Proposition  26.  Currently  school  bonds  require  an  undemocratic  two-thirds  vote  to  pass. 
This  should  be  changed  to  a  simple  majority. 


I 
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AN  OVERVIEW  OF 

CITY  COLLEGE  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

Established  in  1935,  City  College  of  San  Francisco  has  grown  to  become  the  largest  multi- 
campus  single  community  college  in  the  nation,  educating  over  95,000  students  annually.  CCSF 
is  a  neighborhood  based  college  characterized  by  its  diversity.  The  district  has  9  campuses  and 
over  100  instructional  sites  throughout  the  City  serving  such  diverse  populations  as  Asian  and 
Latino  immigrants,  recent  high  school  graduates,  downtown  office  workers,  economically 
disadvantaged  citizens,  and  San  Francisco's  large  Gay  and  Lesbian  population.  CCSF  currently 
offers  both  credit  and  non-credit  instruction  ranging  from  basic  adult  literacy  and  ESL  programs 
to  the  Associate's  degree.  City  College  is  dedicated  to  serving  the  Bay  Area  by  providing  open 
access  to  education,  encouraging  student  learning  and  success,  promoting  economic  development, 
and  enhancing  the  San  Francisco  community. 


Service 

City  College  provides  many  services  to  the  community  including: 

•  Education — City  College  awards  more  than  1000  Associate  Degrees  annually.  Additionally, 
over  1 ,400  students  transfer  from  CCSF  to  UC  and  CSU  each  year, 

•  Employment  Training — Over  700  students  receive  vocational  and  technological  certificates 
from  CCSF  annually.  Additionally,  CCSF  participates  in  the  CalWORKS  program  and  other 
workforce  development  initiatives, 

•  Preparing  students  for  occupational  licensure  exams,  in  such  areas  as  Nursing,  Law 
Enforcement,  Real  Estate,  Dental  Assisting,  etc. 

•  Preparing  students  for  the  High  School  Equivalency  (GED)  exam, 

•  Providing  instruction  in  language  and  citizenship  skills,  and 

•  Supporting  and  providing  leadership  in  areas  related  to  economic  and  community 
development. 

INSTRUCTION 

City  College  offers  a  variety  of  programs  to  help  students  fulfill  diverse  educational  goals 
including: 

•  Academics  (liberal  arts  and  sciences,  engineering  and  technology,  fine  arts  and  foreign 
languages), 

•  Basic  Skills  (English  as  a  second  language,  GED,  and  remedial  students), 

•  Studies  of  special  populations  (Filipino  Studies,  African/American  Studies,  Latino  Studies, 
Gay,  Lesbian,  and  Bisexual  studies)  and  interdisciplinary  programs. 
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•  Technological  and  vocational  fields  (health  and  biotechnology,  auto  and  aircraft  technology, 

business  services,  graphic  communications  and  multimedia),  and  ■ 

•  Technological  and  computer  skills  for  business  and  industry  through  both  the  contract 
education  program  (educating  more  than  1,800  students  annually)  and  the  continuing  education 
programs  (serving  over  5,000  students  each  year). 


Student  Success 

City  College  offers  a  number  of  services  that  support  student  success  such  as: 

•  Basic  skills  assessment  and  advising, 

•  Academic  and  personal  counseling, 

•  Career  planning  and  job  placement, 

•  Special  services  for  physically  and  economically  disadvantaged  students,  and 

•  Special  programs  and  services  for  international  students. 

DIVERSITY  A  T  ClTY  COLLEGE 

More  than  95,000  students  attend  CCSF  annually.  These  include  j 

•  24,000  vocational  students, 

•  21,000  ESL  students, 

•  Over  1 ,000  international  students.  This  number  has  more  than  doubled  in  the  past  three  years 
and  is  expected  to  continue  increasing, 

•  1 ,500  economically  disadvantaged  students  through  the  Extended  Opportunity  Program  and 
Services  (HOPS)  program, 

•  More  than  2,000  federal  welfare  recipients, 

•  Over  2,000  disabled  students,  and 

•  More  than  7,600  students  receiving  financial  aid  grants  annually. 

Additionally,  CCSF  has  a  very  diverse  student  population: 

•  55%  of  credit  students  and  61%  of  non-credit  students  are  women, 
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•  At  least  65%  of  credit  students  and  70%  of  non-credit  students  are  members  of  ethnic 
minorities, 

•  61%  of  credit  and  87%  of  non-credit  students,  or  more  than  43,000  total  students  each  fall  are 
over  the  age  of  25.  Of  these  2,042  credit  and  11, 648  non-credit  students  are  over  age  50,  and 

•  85%  of  all  students  work  either  part-time  or  full-time. 
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PROPOSED  PLAN 

FOR 

NON-CREDIT  EQUALIZATION 


• 


Proposed  plan  when  coupled  with  the  other  recommendations  of  the  Funding  Formula 
Task  Force  address  in  a  complete  way  the  funding  formula  inequities  that  have  been 
existent. 

•  The  proposed  plan  represents  a  short-term  solution  not  a  long-term  fix. 

•  The  proposed  plan  establishes  an  additional  non-credit  standard  for  instructional  and 
student  support  services.  The  current  standard  for  non-credit  will  be  maintained. 

•  The  proposed  plan  would  be  incorporated  within  a  Budget  Change  Proposal  for  $15.3 
million. 

•  The  proposed  BCP  for  $  1 5 .3  would: 

1)  Establish  an  additional  Non-credit  standard  for  Instructional  and  Student 
Support  Services;  and, 

2)  Fund  this  standard  at  half  of  the  current  credit  standard  for  Instructional 
Services. 

•  District  must  have  over  1 ,000  FTES  of  noncredit  or  generate  over  10%  of  their  FTES 
in  noncredit  to  be  eligible  to  receive  base  funding.  All  districts  would  receive  per 
FTES  funding. 

•  If  Noncredit  FTES  is  less  than  or  equal  to  1 ,002: 

$303,667  per  college  plus  $35.87  per  FTES. 

If  Noncredit  FTES  is  greater  than  1,002  but  less  than  or  equal  to  3,303: 
$235,663  per  college  plus  $103.76  per  FTES. 

If  Noncredit  FTES  is  greater  than  3,303: 

$183,059  per  college  plus  $1 19.69  per  FTES. 

If  a  district  is  not  eligible  for  base  funding: 
$119.69  per  FTES. 

Price  Tag:    $1 5,332,365  (based  on  1 999-2000  base  FTES) 

•  69  districts  are  positively  impacted  at  different  levels  depending  on  scope  and  size  of 
program  efforts  in  the  non-credit  area. 

•  The  proposed  plan  provides  incentives  for  growth  which  when  viewed  within  the 
context  of  the  challenges  we  face  on  matters  related  to  ACCESS,  particularly  of 
under-represented  groups,  is  critical. 

•  Theprice  tag  for  the  plan  is  $15.3. 
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NONCREDIT  INSTRUCTIONAL  AND  STUDENT  SERVICES  EQUITY 

FUNDING  PROPOSAL 


99-00        Percent 
Base         of  Total 


District 

Noncredit 
FTES 

District 
FTES 

Base 
Funding 

Per  FTES 
Funding 

Total 
Funding 

SAN  DIEGO 

13.925.74 

34% 

$     183,059.00 

$1,666,771.82 

$ 

1.849,830.82 

SAN  FRANCISCO 

12.761.71 

38% 

$     183.059.00 

$1,527,449.07 

$ 

1.710.508.07 

RANCHO  SANTIAGO 

9,101.21 

36% 

$     183,059.00 

$1,089,323.82 

$ 

1.272.382.82 

NORTH  ORANGE 

5.674.55 

19% 

$     183,059.00 

$ 

679.186.89 

$ 

862.245.89 

MT.  SAN  ANTONIO 

3,649.43 

18% 

$     183,059.00 

$ 

436.800.28 

$ 

619,859.28 

LOS  ANGELES 

3,394.07 

5% 

$     183,059.00 

$ 

406.236.24 

$ 

589,295.24 

Subtotal 

48.506.71 

$1,098,354.00 

$5,805,768.12 

$ 

6,904.122.12 

SONOMA 

2.822.97 

15% 

$     235,663.00 

$ 

292,911.37 

$ 

528.574.37 

GLENDALE 

2.732.36 

22% 

$     235,663.00 

$ 

283,509.67 

$ 

519,172.67 

SANTA  BARBARA 

2,257.35 

19% 

$     235.663.00 

$ 

234,222.64 

$ 

469.885.64 

MERCED 

1.636.54 

21% 

$    235.663.00 

$ 

169.807.39 

$ 

405.470.39 

PASADENA 

1.541.20 

8% 

$    235.663.00 

$ 

159.914.91 

$ 

395,577.91 

CITRUS 

1.433.97 

15% 

$     235,663.00 

$ 

148.788.73 

$ 

384,451.73 

SOUTH  ORANGE 

1.315.33 

7% 

$    235.663.00 

$ 

136.478.64 

$ 

372.141.64 

FOOTHILL-DEANZA 

1.265.80 

4% 

$     235.663.00 

$ 

131,339.41 

$ 

367,002.41 

PALOMAR 

1.228.98 

8% 

$     235.663.00 

$ 

127,518.96 

$ 

363,181.96 

BUTTE 

1.113.95 

11% 

$     235.663.00 

$ 

115,583.45 

$ 

351,246.45 

MIRA  COSTA 

1.100.79 

17% 

$     235.663.00 

$ 

114,217.97 

$ 

349.880.97 

ALLAN  HANCOCK 

1,092.90 

13% 

$     235.663.00 

$ 

113,399.30 

$ 

349,062.30 

MONTEREY 

1.015.36 

15% 

$     235.663.00 

$ 

105,353.75 

$ 

341,016.75 

Subtotal 

20.557.50 

$3,063,619.00 

$2,133,046.20 

$ 

5,196.665.20 

DESERT 

773.07 

11% 

$     303,667.00 

$ 

27,730.02 

$ 

331.397.02 

MARIN 

673.04 

11% 

$     303,667.00 

$ 

24.141.94 

$ 

327.808.94 

NAPA  VALLEY 

650.88 

13% 

$     303,667.00 

$ 

23.347.07 

$ 

327,014.07 

GAVILAN 

518.81 

13% 

$     303,667.00 

$ 

18.609.71 

$ 

322,276.71 

Subtotal 

2,615.80 

$1,214,668.00 

$ 

93.828.75 

$ 

1,308.496.75 

Total 

71.680.01 

$5,376,641.00 

$  8,032.643.07 

$ 

13.409,284.07 

YOSEMITE* 

972.84 

7% 

$     303,667.00 

$ 

34.895.77 

$ 

338,562.77 

BARSTOW* 

169.00 

9% 

$     303.667.00 

$ 

6,062.03 

$ 

309,729.03 

Extended  Total 

$ 

14,057,575.87 

*  Assumes  that  Yosemite  and  Barstow  cross  the  threshold  to  receive  base  funding. 
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NONCREDIT  INSTRUCTIONAL  AND  STUDENT  SERVICES  EQUITY 

FUNDING  PROPOSAL 


LONG  BEACH 

861.54 

5%   $ 

$ 

103,117.72 

$ 

103,117.72 

WEST  VALLEY-MISSK 

786.92 

5%   $ 

$ 

94,-186.45 

$ 

94,186.45 

COAST 

748.32 

3%   $ 

$ 

89,566.42 

$ 

89.566.42 

SAN  JOAQUIN  DELTA 

621.32 

5%   $ 

$ 

74,365.79 

$ 

74,365.79 

STATE  CENTER 

585.65 

3%   $ 

$ 

70.096.45 

$ 

70,096.45 

CHAFFEY 

573.81 

5%   $ 

$ 

68,679.32 

$ 

68.679.32 

SANTA  MONICA 

534.17 

3%   $ 

$ 

63,934.81 

$ 

63.934.81 

CHABOT-LAS  POSITA 

466.28 

3%   $ 

$ 

55,809.05 

$ 

55,809.05 

GROSSMONT-CUYA\ 

453.79 

3%   $ 

-         $ 

54,314.13 

$ 

54,314.13 

VICTOR  VALLEY 

444.30 

7%   $ 

$ 

53,178.27 

$ 

53,178.27 

RIO  HONDO 

382.36 

4%   $ 

$ 

45,764.67 

$ 

45,764.67 

SEQUOIAS 

372.56 

5%    $ 

$ 

44,591.71 

$ 

44,591.71 

LOS  RIOS 

309.06 

1%   $ 

$ 

36,991.39 

$ 

36,991.39 

SHASTA-TEHAMA-TR 

269.97 

4%    $ 

$ 

32,312.71 

$ 

32,312.71 

YUBA 

256.39 

3%    $ 

-         $ 

30,687.32 

$ 

30,687.32 

EL  CAMINO 

252.60 

1%    $ 

$ 

30,233.69 

$ 

30,233.69 

SOLANO 

250.60 

3%    $ 

$ 

29,994.31 

$ 

29,994.31 

WEST  HILLS 

248.20 

8%    $ 

$ 

29,707.06 

$ 

29,707.06 

VENTURA 

213.72 

1%    $ 

$ 

25,580.15 

$ 

25,580.15 

CERRITOS 

195.12 

1%    $ 

$ 

23,353.91 

$ 

23,353.91 

SOUTHWESTERN 

191.52 

2%    $ 

$ 

22,923.03 

$ 

22,923.03 

CONTRA  COSTA 

153.74 

1%    $ 

$ 

18,401.14 

$ 

18,401.14 

MT.  SAN  JACINTO 

147.29 

3%   $ 

$ 

17,629.14 

$ 

17,629.14 

KERN 

141.67 

1%   $ 

$ 

16,956.48 

$ 

16,956.48 

CABRILLO 

137.16 

1%   $ 

-         $ 

16,416.68 

$ 

16.416.68 

LASSEN 

133.52 

6%   $ 

$ 

15,981.01 

$ 

15,981.01 

RIVERSIDE 

111.22 

1%   $ 

$ 

13,311.92 

$ 

13,311.92 

PERALTA 

98.46 

1%   $ 

$ 

11,784.68 

$ 

11,784.68 

LAKE  TAHOE 

86.09 

6%   $ 

$ 

10,304.11 

$ 

10,304.11 

SANTA  CLARITA 

81.14 

1%   $ 

$ 

9,711.65 

$ 

9.711.65 

SISKIYOUS 

80.82 

4%    $ 

$ 

9,673.35 

$ 

9.673.35 

REDWOODS 

77.43 

1%    $ 

$ 

9,267.60 

$ 

9.267.60 

FREMONT-NEWARK 

74.79 

1%    $ 

$ 

8,951.62 

$ 

8.951.62 

MENDOCINO-LAKE 

67.36 

3%    $ 

$ 

8,062.32 

$ 

8.062.32 

PALO  VERDE 

53.01 

6%    $ 

$ 

6,344.77 

$ 

6,344.77 

SIERRA 

51.32 

0%    $ 

$ 

6,142.49 

$ 

6,142.49 

WEST  KERN 

23.86 

3%    $ 

$ 

2,855.80 

$ 

2,855.80 

SAN  LUIS  OBISPO 

23.20 

0%    $ 

$ 

2,776.81 

$ 

2,776.81 

COMPTON 

21.88 

0%    $ 

$ 

2,618.82 

$ 

2,618.82 

SAN  MATEO 

21.64 

0%    $ 

$ 

2.590.09 

$ 

2,590.09 

ANTELOPE  VALLEY 

16.10 

0%    $ 

$ 

1,927.01 

$ 

1,927.01 

HARTNELL 

15.02 

0%    $ 

$ 

1,797.74 

$ 

1,797.74 

SAN  JOSE-EVERGRE 

14.95 

0%    $ 

$ 

1,789.37 

$ 

1,789.37 

FEATHER  RIVER 

0.89 

0%    $ 

$ 

106.52 

$ 

106.52 

IMPERIAL 

- 

0%    $ 

$ 

- 

$ 

- 

SAN  BERNARDINO 

0%    $ 

$ 

- 

$ 

- 

FTES  Subtotal 

$ 

1,274,789.46 

TOTAL 

83.472.61 

2% 

$15,332,365.33 
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FOR  INFORMATION  ONLY 


Honorable  Board  of  Trustees  of  the 

San  Francisco  Community  City  College  District 


Subject:    Report  on  contracts  under  $50,000,  Office  of  Contract  Education, 
City  College  of  San  Francisco,  December  1999 


This  report  is  for  information  only  on  contracts  that  the  Office  of  Contract 
Education  negotiated  or  amended  under  $50,000  for  the  month  of  December  1999. 


• 


General  Services  Administration  -  Contract  total  $15,605,  term  January  10,  2000  to 
April  15,  2000,  for  providing  one  four  units  credit  course  "Math  80,  Probability  and 
Statistics"  to  the  Federal  employees. 

State  Compensation  Insurance  Fund-  Contract  total  $49,600,  term  January  3,  2000 
to  December  31 ,  2001 ,  for  providing  six  credit  courses  to  its  employees.  The 
courses  to  be  offered  are  :  Financial  Accounting  (ACCT  1),  Managerial 
Accounting(Acct  2),  Cost  Accounting  (ACCT  54),  Auditing  (ACCT  55),  Commercial 
Law  (CLW  18)  and  Work  Experience  (WKEX  197) 


i 


12/16/99  -  information  only 
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CITY 


COLLEGE 

OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


HUMAN   RESOURCES  DEPARTMENT 

33  GOUGH   STREET  •  SAN    FRANCISCO,  CA  94 1 03  •   FACULTY/ADMINISTRATORS  4t5.  241.2246 
CLASSIFIED  •  415.  241.2252  •   FAX.  415.  241.2335 


INFORMATION  REPORT 
NO  ACTION  NECESSARY 


DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 


12/16/99 


Board  of  Trustees 


Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  Jr.,  Chancellor 


Subject:  Chancellor's  Report  - 

Academic  Employees 
Acceptance  of  Resignation  and/or 
Resignation  with  the  Intent  to  Retire 
(  991216  -  RPT  ) 


The  following  academic  employees  have  submitted,  and  the  Chancellor  has 
accepted,  their  resignations  pursuant  to  Governing  Board  Resolution  No.  910228-S7. 


Resignation  from  the  District  Service 


NAME 

Francis,  Mark  E. 
Hannah,  Evelyn  M. 
Jan,  Elmer 


STATUS 

Part-Time 
Part-Time 
Full-Time 


DEPARTMENT 


CAMPUS 


Foreign  Languages  Phelan 
Health  Care  Tech.    J  AD 
Library  Phelan 


EFFECTIVE 
COB  DATE 

06/18/99 
11/05/99 
12/22/99 


Clara  Starr,  Originator 


Page    1  of  1 


BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 
LAWRENCE  WONG,  PRESIDENT     •     DR.  ANITA  GRIER,  VICE  PRESIDENT 
ROBERT  E.  BURTON     •     JAMES  HASKELL  MAYO,  II.     •     RODEL  E.  RODIS 
DR.  PHILIP  R.  DAY,  JR.,  CHANCELLOR 


DR.  NATALIE  BERG 
ROBERT  P.  VARNI 
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CHANCELLOR'S 


REPORT 


♦     Chancellor's  Monthly  Report  -  December 
Attachments  Include: 

•  Agenda  and  background  infonnation  on  Western  Regional  Workshop, 
"Community  College  Meeting  State  Needs:  A  Dialogue  on  Incentives 
and  Accoimtability,"  sponsored  jointly  by  the  Education  Commission 
of  the  States  (ECS)  and  the  College  Board. 

•  Background  infonnation  on  the  ACCT/AACC  Community  College 
National  Legislative  Seminar,  February  27  to  29. 

•  Resource  documents  provided  by  the  College  Board: 

a)  Trends  in  Student  Aid 

b)  Trends  in  College  Pricing 

•  Legislative  Analyst  Projections  and  Fiscal  Outlook  Report  for  1999-00 
to  2001-02 

•  Monthly  Financial  Report 


CITY 


COLLEGE 

OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


OFFICE  OF  THE  CHANCELLOR 


50  PHELAN  AVENUE  •   BOX   E200  •  SAN    FRANCISCO,  CA  94  I  1  2   •  415.  239.3303  •   FAX  4  15.  239.3911 


TO:  Board  of  Trustees 

FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day,  ^(^^ 

Chancellor 

SUBJECT:     Monthly  Report  -  December,  1999 


Given  the  fact  that  we  had  our  meeting  a  short  time  ago  and  that  our  December  meeting  is 
on  the  16'*'  of  the  month,  the  Chancellor's  Report  will  be  given  orally  during  my  time  on 
the  agenda. 

Highlights  of  my  monthly  activity  are  reflected  below: 

1)  Attended  Faculty  Association-sponsored  holiday  party  at  Pierre  Coste  Restaurant 
with  members  of  Board  of  Trustees. 

2)  Hosted  debriefing  session  at  Pierre  Coste  Restaurant  with  attendees  of  the  annual 
ACE  Conference  on  Diversity  held  in  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  in  October. 

3)  Met  with  the  officers  of  Academic  Senate  and  Senate  Executive  Committee 
regarding  future  plans  and  developments  relevant  to  CCSF. 

4)  Met  with  Judy  Teng,  Bob  Gabriner,  Phyllis  Mcguire,  and  Sheila  McGuire,  senior 
project  director  for  Private  and  Public  Venture,  Workforce  Policy  Initiative, 
Rockefeller  Foundation  to  discuss  opportunities  for  program  development. 

5)  Attended  the  Bond  Oversight  Committee  Meeting  at  Gough. 

6)  Hosted  meeting  of  staff  members  of  legislative  delegation  to  discuss  preliminary 
2000-2001  legislative  agenda. 

7)  Hosted  College  Advisory  Council. 

8)  Attended,  with  members  of  the  Board,  City  College's  annual  football  awards 
banquet  at  Pierre  Coste  Restaurant. 


BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 

LAWRENCE  WONG,   PRESIDENT     •      DR.   ANITA  GRIER,  VICE   PRESIDENT     •      DR.   NATALIE   BERG 

ROBERT  E.   BURTON      •     JAMES   HASKELL  MAYO,  II.     •      RODELE.   RODIS     •      ROBERT  P.  VARNI 

DR.   PHILIP   R.   DAY,  JR.,  CHANCELLOR 


9)  Met  with  School/Campus  deans  to  review  and  discuss  the  development  of  the 
district-wide  Educational  Plan,  during  planning  session  at  Evans  Campus. 

10)  Along  with  members  of  the  Board,  attended  North  Conference  (Holiday  Bowl) 
Football  Championship  banquet  and  game  hosted  by  Butte  Community  College, 
Chico. 

1 1)  Attended,  with  Board  members  and  administrators,  a  luncheon  for  the  American 
Israel  Public  Affairs  Committee  (AIPAC)  at  the  St.  Francis  Hotel. 

12)  Met  with  Associated  Students  Shared  Governance  Coordinator,  David  Newman. 

13)  Gave  Chancellor's  Remarks  for  a  CCSF  promotional  video  update  to  be  shown  to 
high  school  students. 

14)  Hosted  Chancellor's  Scholarship/ Awards  Ceremony  at  Diego  Rivera  Theater. 

15)  Follow-up  meeting  with  staff  of  Academic  Affairs  and  Dr.  Henry  Augustine 
regarding  more  detailed  planning  for  HBCU  articulation  program. 

16)  Attended  and  spoke  to  Computer  VESL  class  at  Alemany  Campus,  on  the  invitation 
of  Ms.  Venette  Cook,  ESL  faculty. 

1 7)  Met  with  two  separate  donor  prospects  and  Elainne  Mannon,  scholarship 
coordinator,  to  discuss  institutional  giving. 

18)  Attended  Press  Conference  at  Evans  Campus  regarding  grant  award  in  the  amount 
of  $1.1  million  for  a  Construction  and  Maritime  Training  Center.  Governor  Davis, 
Mayor  Brown,  Will  Lightboume,  executive  director.  Department  of  Human 
Services,  and  Stan  Smith,  secretary/treasurer,  San  Francisco  Building  and 
Construction  Trade  Council,  were  in  attendance. 

19)  Hosted  meeting  of  the  College  Council  to  review  status  of  current  City  College 
projects  and  plans. 

20)  Attended  One  Stop  Governance  Committee  Meeting  at  the  Department  of  Human 
Services  Office. 

21)  Attended  (with  spouse)  California  Postsecondary  Education  Commission's  25"* 
anniversary  celebration  at  Postrio's  Restaurant. 

22)  Attended,  with  Frances  Lee  and  senior  staff,  a  joint  CCSF/SFUSD  meeting  on  the 
K-12  educational  plans. 


23)  Attended  dinner  meeting  of  the  Council  of  Asian  American  Business  Association  on 
"How  to  Participate  in  CCSF  Year  2000  Projects." 

24)  Hosted  a  reception  for  part-time  staff  and  faculty  at  Mission  Campus. 

25)  Attended  a  meeting  at  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education's  San  Francisco  office  with 
Jorge  Bell,  interim  dean  of  Financial  Aid,  and  members  of  his  staff 

If  you  have  any  questions  about  the  matters  above,  please  contact  me  directly. 

PRPDJJcd 


J> 


PRELIMINARY  AGENDA 

^^Community  Colleges  Meeting  State  Needs: 
A  Dialogue  on  Incentives  and  Accountability 

December  3 -4, 1999 
San  Francisco,  CA 
Friday,  December  3  • 

8:00  - 10:00  a.m.        CONFERENCE  REGISTRATION.  Coffee  and  pastries  available. 

10:00  - 10: 10  WELCOME  AND  INTRODUCTIONS 

10:15  KEYNOTE  SPEECH: 

"Community  Colleges  Meeting  State  Needs" 

Hon.  Gray  Davis  (invited),  Governor  of  the  State  of  California 

1 1:00  PANEL:  Interactive  panel  discussion  will  explore  the  major  contexts  in 

different  states  of  the  growing  demands  for  accountability  in  higher 
education,  and  to  answer  the  question  what  are  the  criteria  for  a  good 
performance  system  for  community  colleges? 

12  noon  Buffet  Working  Lunch 

1:00- 1:15  p.m.  BREAK 

1:15-2:30  ROUNDTABLE  DISCUSSIONS. 

(Participants  will  have  the  opportunity  to  attend  three  different  20  minute 
discussions  with  five  minutes  to  move  between  groups). 

Topic  A:    Micro-management  or  Public  Stewardship?  What  is  the  role  of 
state  and  institutional  board  members  in  ensuring  community  college 
accountability? 

Topic  B:    Surviving  the  accountability  wars:  The  art  of  balancing 
competing  political  forces. 

Topic  C:   "Show  me  the  numbers!"  Does  the  data  exist  to  support 
performance  reporting? 

Topic  D:    "Different  strokes  for  different  folks  "  -  the  problems  with  one- 
size-fits-all  performance  indicators 

Topic  E;    The  view  from  the  President's  office:  Moving  an  institution  to 
focus  on  accountability 


2:30-2:45  BREAK 

2:45-4:15  WORKSHOP 

In  small  workgroups  participants  will  work  through  case  studies  that 
explore  three  different  accountability  systems.  Building  on  the  experience 
from  different  states  and  drawing  on  the  individual  perspectives  found  in 
each  group,  teams  will  design  an  accountability  system;  identify 
appropriate  data  sources  for  the  measures  they  find  most  appropriate; 
distinguish  possible  incentives  that  would  encourage  colleges  to  be  more 
responsive  to  state  and  local  needs;  consider  a  communications  strategy 
that  will  communicate  the  outcomes  to  the  public;  and  discuss  how 
competing  political  forces  can  be  harnessed  to  support  the  new  system. 

WORKSHOP  LEADERS: 

Jim  Hudgins,  President,  South  Carolina  Conmiuniiy  and  Technical 

College  System 
Cheryl  Blanco,  Senior  Policy  Analyst,  Western  Interstate  Commission  on 

Higher  Education 
Brenda  Albright,  President,  Franklin  Education  Systems 

6:00  DINNER. 


Saturday,  December  4- 

8:00  -  9:00  a.m.  WORKING  BUFFET  BREAKFAST. 

Cheryl  Blanco,  Brenda  Albright  and  Jim  Hudgins,  workshop  facilitators 
will  share  some  of  the  issues  that  arose  in  the  working  sessions  the  day 
before  and  strategies  their  groups  proposed  to  address  those  barriers. 

9: 15  -  10:30  WORKING  GROUPS.  Working  groups  return  to  resume  their  work. 

10:30  - 1 1:00  BREAK/Hotel  Checkout 

1 1:00  -  12:00  STATE  TEAM  MEETINGS.  Facilitated  by  the  state  team  leader  state 

teams  will  meet  to  review  the  particular  needs  and  interests  of  their  state  in 
light  of  the  issues  covered  in  the  workshop,  and  to  identify  any  next  steps 
they  would  like  to  pursue  upon  return  home. 

12:00  - 1:30  CLOSING  LUNCHEON 

PANEL  DISCUSSION  -  "Where  do  we  go  from  here?" 

Workshop  Evaluation. 
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The  Center  for  Community  College  Policy 

Education  Commission  of  the  States 


Background: 

Community  colleges  are  pivotal  in  meeting  our  nation's  expanding  needs  for  postsecondary  education.  As 
students  and  adult  learners  adapt  to  a  more  competitive  economy  and  workforce,  access  through  community 
colleges  to  advanced  training  and  lifelong  learning  opportunities  becomes  critically  important.  Access  to  at 
least  two  years  of  postsecondary  education  is  increasingly  recognized  as  the  ticket  to  social  mobility  and  "the 
good  life." 

State  policymakers  are  looking  to  community  colleges  to  provide  1)  access  to  increasing  numbers  of 
students,  2)  retraining  for  displaced  workers  and  those  leaving  the  welfare  rolls,  3)  pre-  and  In-service  training 
for  K-1 2  teachers,  4)  support  for  K-12  reform  efforts  and  leadership  in  state  and  5)  community  economic 
development  efforts. 

But  with  this  prominence  comes  new  challenges.  Community  colleges  are  faced  with  escalating  expectations 
and  demands  in  the  face  of  a  policy  environment  that  is  increasingly  unresponsive  to  addressing  the 
significant  needs  of  communities.  Myths  and  misperceptions  about  two-year  college  education  have 
contributed  to  a  lack  of  understanding  and  an  undervaluing  of  the  unique  mission  of  the  community  college.  A 
one-size-fits-all  postsecondary  paradigm  built  on  the  university  model  has  been  the  reality.  Exacerbating  the 
problems  are  significant  differences  existing  between  states  on  such  critical  issues  as  govemance  and 
funding  policies.  Mechanisms  need  to  be  developed  that  create  an  environment  in  which  public  policy 
supports  rather  than  hinders  solutions  to  pressing  problems. 

The  Center  for  Community  College  Policy: 

There  have  been  few  sources  of  timely,  objective  information  to  which  policymakers  could  turn,  and  it  is  clear 
a  significant  unmet  need  exists.  To  meet  these  demands,  the  Education  Commission  of  the  States  (ECS)  in 
cooperation  with  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education  has  established  the  Center  for  Community  College  Policy. 
The  Center,  based  at  ECS  in  Denver,  will  undertake  the  following  types  of  activities: 

■  Conduct  research  and  analysis; 

■  Establish  a  web-based  electronic  data  base  on  issues  of  community  college  policy; 

•  Serve  as  a  clearinghouse  for  state  officials,  college  leaders  and  the  media  on  issues  of 
community  college  policy  at  the  state-level; 

•  Publish  and  disseminate  policy  papers; 

■  Organize  national,  regional  and  state-level  workshops  around  issues  of  community  college 
policy; 

■  Provide  technical  assistance  to  states. 

The  Web  Site: 

A  new  web  site  is  being  designed  for  the  Center  to  provide  a  readily  available  source  of  information  on 
community  college  policy  issues.  Some  components  of  the  site  will  be: 

■  State  Files  -  includes  short  descriptions  of  the  history,  governance  structure  and  finance  structure  of 
each  state  with  a  Fact  File  on  each  state  that  offers  demographic  information  and  state  contacts. 

"     Publications  -  policy  briefs  and  issue  papers  available  to  download  in  pdf.  format. 

■  Meetings  and  Workshops  -  includes  announcements  and  detailed  information  on  upcoming  events 
sponsored  by  the  Center. 

■  Policy  Issues  -  briefs,  papers  and  discussions  of  current  policy  issues. 

The  projected  launch  date  for  the  site  is  December  31 ,  1999.  Come  visit  us  at: 
www.communltvcolleqepollcv.orq 


ECS  Handbook  for  Community  College  Policy: 

The  Handbook  is  a  collection  of  policy  briefs  on  various  issues.  Each  brief  contains  an  introduction, 
background  material  on  the  topic,  as  well  as  policy  perspectives  and/or  options.  Available  in  January  2000, 
the  collection  is  presented  in  a  ringed  binder,  designed  to  allow  additional  papers  to  be  added  as  they  are 
published.  The  following  pieces  have  been  completed: 

Faculty  Roles  and  Productivity 

Enhancing  Faculty  Productivity:  A  State  Perspective 
by  James  Palmer 

Community  College  Baccalaureate  Degree 

Community  College  Baccalaureate  Degrees:  A  Delivery  Model  for  the  Future? 
by  Amy  Cook 

Shared  Governance 

Shared  Governance  in  Community  Colleges 
by  Richard  L.  Alfred 

Rural  Community  Colleges 

Rural  Community  Colleges:  Catalysts  for  Economic  Renewal 
by  Sarah  Rubin  and  George  Autry 

Student  Retention  and  Completion 

Fostering  Student  Retention  and  Success  at  the  Community  College 
by  James  Palmer 

Technology 

Technology  Planning:  State  and  System  Issues 

by  James  R.  Mingle  and  Sandra  S.  Ruppert 

Transfer/Articulation 

Improving  Articulation  Policy  to  Increase  Transfer 
by  Tronie  Rif kin 

Remedial/Developmental  Education 

State  Remediation  Policies  for  the  21 "  Century  Learning  Society 
by  Milton  Spann 

Welfare  Reform 

Welfare  Reform:  Creating  Opportunities  or  Increasing  Obstacles? 
by  Michael  Allen 

Workforce  Development 

Community  Colleges:  Connecting  the  Poor  to  Good  Jobs 
by  Davis  Jenkins  and  Joan  Fitzgerald 
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Accountability  Measures: 
A  Comparison  by  Type  and  State 
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In  recent  years,  business  and  industry  have  focussed  on  accountability,  as  the  Total  Quality 
Management  (TQM)  and  Continuous  Quality  Improvement  (CQI)  movements  have  taken 
hold.  These  have  been  followed  by  states  seeking  a  similar  paradigm  shift  wherein  colleges 
are  to  meet  the  states'  needs  rather  than  the  state  meeting  the  colleges'  needs.  Different 
states  have  used  a  variety  of  indicators  and  differ  in  the  strength  of  linkage  between 
accountability  measures  and  funding  for  higher  education.  This  paper  will  provide  a  survey 
of  activities  in  other  states,  summarize  the  variables  used,  provide  information  on  the 
advantages  and  disadvantages  of  various  accountability  systems,  and  suggest  some  policy 
recommendations  that  have  been  made  in  other  states  implementing  performance-based 
funding.  Hopefully,  these  comments  will  be  useful  as  California  and  the  community  colleges 
implement  Partnership  for  Excellence,  their  performance-based  funding  program. 


History  of  Performance  Funding  Trends 

Although  the  first  state  (Tennessee)  adopted  performance  funding  in  1979,  no  other  states  did 
so  until  1995,  when  nine  states  adopted  performance  indicators  and  ten  others  considered  it. 
In  1996, 14  states  adopted  performance  funding;  in  1997, 26  states  planned  to  refine  or 
expand  current  measures,  23  states  used  performance  measures  to  inform  consumers,  and  23 
states  used  performance  measures  to  distribute  funds.  In  1998,  all  but  five  states  indicated 
that  they  are  likely  to  link  some  funding  to  performance  within  five  years. 

Thenumbersof  indicators  vary  dramatically  by  state.  For  example,  Florida  has  40 
indicators.  South  Carolina  has  37,  Colorado  has  28,  Arkansas  has  14,  Kentucky  has  13, 
Tennessee  has  ten,  Minnesota  and  Missouri  have  nine,  and  California  has  five.  Some 
policymakers  and  educators  see  performance-based  funding  as  a  catalyst  for  change  by 
shifting  the  focus  to  important  goals,  such  as  teaching  and  learning,  while  others  see  it  as  an 
effective  means  of  receiving  funding  increases  beyond  inflation  and  enrollment  growth. 


Performance  Funding  vs.  Performance  Budgeting 

The  types  of  performance  measures  differ  dramatically,  with  two  major  types  that  often  are 
confused.  They  are: 

•    Performance  funding  or  performance-based  funding,  which  uses  a  formula  to  tie  a 
specific  sum  directly  to  results  of  specific  indicators  (this  is  sometimes  referred  to  as 
"pay  for  performance").  Ten  states  have  adopted  this  approach,  with  eight  likely  to 
continue.  With  the  exception  of  Tennessee,  most  states  have  a  limited  track  record 
since  their  systems  have  been  implemented  only  in  the  past  four  years.  Performance- 
based  funding  represents  about  2-3%  of  the  overall  support  for  higher  education,  but 


for  some  states  a  relatively  large  percentage  of  the  year's  increase  over  the  prior  year. 
Most  state  policymakers  believe  that  a  relatively  small  percentage  of  the  budget 
(usually  1  -  5%)  allocated  to  performance-based  funding  can  effect  meaningftil 
institutional  change.  While  this  type  of  performance  funding  is  clear,  it  is  inflexible. 

Performance  budgeting  is  a  subjective  practice  that  takes  into  account  various  areas 
of  performance  in  determining  an  institution's  overall  appropriation  and  gives 
legislators  or  other  state  officials  discretion  over  how  much  to  alter  the  college's 
bottom  line.  42%  ofstates  (including  California)  have  adopted  this  model.  This  type 
of  funding  is  less  clear  than  performance  funding,  but  more  flexible. 


Reasons  for  Adoption 

Most  states  have  adopted  performance  measures  for  one  or  both  of  the  following  uses: 

•  Twenty-three  states  use  performance  measures  to  inform  consumers  about  higher 
education; 

•  Twenty-three  states  use  performance  measures  to  distribute  state  funds,  with  varying 
levels  of  specificity,  to  higher  education  institutions,  (Of  these,  eight  report  a  direct 
linkage  with  funds  allocated  for  institutional  performance  on  goals  and  measures, 
while  the  remaining  fifteen  report  consideration  of  performance  measures  in 
allocating  resources,  but  no  direct  linkage  between  the  measures  and  funding.)  An 
additional  nine  states  report  they  do  not  use  performance  measures  for  budgeting  but 
have  plans  to  do  so  within  the  next  two  years. 

Most  states  are  similar  to  California  in  that  the  funding  tied  to  accountability  measures 
accounts  for  a  small  percentage  —  2-3%  on  average  —  of  most  colleges'  budgets,  but 
represents  a  relatively  large  percentage  of  new  funds  infused  into  the  system  each  year.  For 
1998-99,  the  $100  million  of  Partnership  for  Excellence  money  represents  about  3%  of  the 
total  budget,  but  more  than  20%  of  new  funds;  in  1999-2000,  the  state  will  provide  an 
additional  $45  million  for  a  total  of  $145  million,  about  3%  of  the  total  budget,  and  19  %  of 
new  funds. 


Types  of  Indicators 

There  are  four  categories  of  performance  funding  indicators: 

1)  Input  indicators  -  human,  financial  and  physical  resources  received  to  support 
programs,  activities,  and  services.  (These  might  include  percentage  of  resources 
spent  on  instruction,  or  percentage  of  courses  provided  in  individualized  modules.) 

2)  Process  indicators  -  means  or  methods  used  to  deliver  programs,  activities,  and 
services.  (These  might  include  technology,  workforce  training,  assessment  of  student 
learning,  percentage  of  classes  taught  by  tenure-track  faculty,  faculty  workload 
measures,  and  measures  quantifying  teaching  quality.) 
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3)  0«/j7w/J- quantity  ofproducts  actually  produced.  (These  might  include  the  number 
or  proportion  of  graduates  or  number  of  degrees.) 

4)  Outcomes  -  quality  of  the  benefit  or  impact  of  program  activities  and  services  or 
results.  These  are  difficult  to  measure  since  there  are  other  related  factors  (such  as 
incoming  test  score)  which  may  influence  outcomes. 


Most  Common  Measures 

A  listing  of  the  most  common  performance  measures  for  accountability  and  consumer 
information  follow. 

Most  Common  Performance  Measures 
(for  Accountability) 

1.  Graduation  rates 32  states 

2.  Transfer  rates 25  states 

3.  Faculty  workload/productivity 24  states 

4.  Follow-up  satisfaction  surveys 23  states 

5.  Amount  of  external/research  funds  received 23  states 

6.  Remediation 21  states 

7.  Pass  rates  on  professional  licensure  exams 21  states 

8.  Degrees  awarded 20  states 

9.  Placement  data  on  graduates 19  states 

10.  Total  student  credit  hours 18  states 

1 1.  Number  and  percent  of  accredited  programs 13  states 

The  most  commonly-used  performance  measures  for  consumer  information  (in  descending 
order)  are:  graduation  rates  (15  states);  followed  by  degrees  awarded,  admission  standards, 
and  transfer  rates. 


Advantages  and  Problems 

Performance  funding  is  a  reform  effort  that  appears  unlikely  to  recede  because  it  has  become 
a  crucial  part  of  the  management  revolution  sweeping  American's  manufacturing  and  service 
sectors,  the  health-care  industry,  government,  and  education.  When  performance  systems  are 
designed  and  used  effectively,  faculty  members  and  administrators  can  use  them  to 
strengthen  and  prove  the  value  of  their  programs,  as  well  as  sharpen  their  competitive  edge. 
But,  the  difficulties  in  implementing  such  programs  are  many  and  lead  to  a  strong  divergence 
of  opinion  between  the  program's  defenders  and  its  critics,  with  defenders  often  being  state 
legislators  or  other  policymakers  who  applaud  its  benefits  and  overlook  its  complications  and 
faults;  and  its  critics  (usually  from  higher  education)  attacking  its  problems  and  ignoring  its 
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benefits.  As  this  occurs,  the  proponents  focus  on  the  ends  and  goals  to  be  met,  while  higher 
education  officials  focus  on  the  difficulties  of  measurement  and  implementation. 

Among  the  advantages  of  perfonnance-based  funding,  it: 

Helps  build  support  from  political  leadership  for  higher  education; 

Serves  as  an  incentive  to  improve  performance  through  rewards  (and  possibly 
negative  consequences); 

Provides  an  alternative  that  can  be  more  effective  than  inflation  and  enrolhnent-based 
funding; 

Fosters  both  external  accountability  and  institutional  improvement; 

Encourages  campuses  to  become  more  client-  and  less  provider-centered,  thus 
moving  the  emphasis  from  teaching  to  learning; 

Connects  the  planning  and  budgeting  processes; 

Serves  as  an  image  and  credibility  builder  to  reinforce  confidence  in  higher 
education; 

Allows  decentralization  without  loss  of  accountability;  and 

Results  in  better  communication  between  campus  and  state/political  leaders. 

Among  the  disadvantages  or  difficulties  are: 

Balancing  institutional  autonomy  with  state  level  review  and  control,  and  the  need  to 
avoid  micro-management; 

Properly  addressing  the  complexities  of  measuring  quality,  particularly  in  student 
learning; 

Creating  conflict  if  institutions  reduce  standards  in  setting  goals; 

Finding  measures  that  adequately  reflect  differences  in  institutional  missions  and  in 
entering  student  characteristics; 

Subjecting  higher  education  to  shifting  state  priorities  instead  of  responding  to  long- 
range  academic  and  institutional  goals; 
Punishing  poor  or  urban  institutions  or  those  with  more  diverse  student  bodies; 

Favoring  traditional  over  non-traditional  campuses  (due  to  greater  ease  of 
measurement),  thus  potentially  diminishing  campus  diversity; 

Creating  excessive  costs  for  data  collection  and  analysis; 
Measuring  intangible  elements  that  colleges  and  universities  seek  to  teach  their 
students,  including  learning  to  think,  imagine,  persevere,  see  connections,  and  live  a 
moral  life; 

Producing  budget  instability  and  uncertainty; 

The  tendency  to  stress  efficiency  over  quality; 

Financing  during  bad  fiscal  times,  when  money  set  aside  for  performance  bonuses 

could  be  better  used  to  finance  basic  operations; 
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•  Detcnnimng  the  appropriate  benchmarks  for  "graduation"  or  "pass"  rates,  which 
don't  reveal  how  such  objectives  are  achieved; 

•  Distortions  which  can  be  created  through  the  motivation  of  explicit  financial  rewards 
instead  of  a  commitment  to  public  purpose;  and 

•  The  tendency  of  complex  systems  to  collapse  under  their  own  weight. ' 

Recommendations/Suggestions  for  Implementation 

Commentators  have  reviewed  the  implementation  of  program  budgeting  in  other  states  which 
have  implemented  performance  funding  and  make  the  following  recommendations: 

1)  Trustees,  faculty,  students,  parents,  and  policy  leaders  need  regular  exposure  to 
information  to  easily  understand  it. 

2)  Variables  often  need  to  be  complex  to  be  accurate  and  appropriate,  but  this  can  result 
in  documents  that  are  largely  unread.  Thus,  information  in  summary  reports  should 
be  limited,  with  greater  detail  available  as  needed. 

3)  The  practical  problems  of  designing  a  system  of  performance  measures  are 
tremendous  -  performance  measures  must  be  acceptable  to  politicians  and  educators 
alike  and  balance  instimtional  autonomy  with  state-level  review  and  control,  to  ensure 
that  this  does  not  lead  to  micro-management  of  institutions. 

4)  Standardizing  state  goals  for  diverse  institutions  does  not  work;  balancing 
systemwide  goals  with  unique  or  customized  goals  or  measures  is  a  more  effective 
strategy. 

5)  Using  quantitative  measures  exclusively  negates  important  institutional  processes; 
balancing  good  process  goals  (such  as  satisfaction  surveys  of  students  and  alumni) 
with  qualitative  goals  or  measures  is  becoming  more  acceptable,  especially  as 
educators  work  to  develop  better  direct  measures  of  learning  outcomes. 

6)  Real  effectiveness  occurs  only  when  positive  changes  occur  in  teaching  and  learning. 

7)  Program  priorities  should  remain  in  place  for  a  minimum  of  four  to  five  years, 
followed  by  evaluation  and  any  necessary  revision. 

8)  Collaboration  at  all  levels  is  crucial  to  the  success  of  performance  funding. 

9)  Policymakers  must  realize  tliat  achieving  noticeable  results  in  higher  education  takes 
time  (a  minimum  of  four  to  five  years);  campus  leaders  must  recognize  that 
improving  performance  should  not  take  unlimited  time  periods.  States  should 


In  Colorado,  an  elaborate  performance-based  certification  process  for  teachers  was  repealed  because  it  took  too  much  st^fTtimc  and 
delivered  few  benefits.  Also,  the  37  measure  performance-budgeting  system  in  South  Carolina  currently  is  under  review  by  the  state's 
Higher  Education  Commission,  which  has  begun  soliciting  comments  from  administrators  at  all  two-  and  four-year  schools  as  the  system 
prepares  to  tie  100  percent  of  funding  to  outcomes. 
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consider  using  regional  accreditation  reports  as  an  indicator  for  performance  funding 
programs. 

10)  When  choosing  performance  indicators,  policymakers  should  reject  the  lingering 
belief  that  external  accountability  and  institutional  improvements  -  i.e.,  efficiency 
and  quality  -  are  inevitably  conflicting,  rather  than  complementary,  goals.  The 
chosen  indicators  should  stress  quality,  quantity  and  costs  of  services  to  students, 
states,  and  society.  The  costs  of  data  collection  and  analysis  can  be  cut  by  confining 
the  reporting  requirements  to  a  limited  number  of  critical  indicators. 

1 1)  Rather  than  harboring  the  illusion  that  performance  funding  is  a  cure-all  for  creating 
an  accountable  higher  education  system,  state  and  institutional  leaders  should 
collaborate  on  devising  a  broad,  powerful  change  agenda  that  addresses  the  crucial 
issues  of  whether  programs  and  budget  priorities  meet  the  needs  of  the  state. 

12)  Performance  funding  programs  should  place  more  emphasis  on  work-force  training 
and  part-time  students,  as  these  are  central  to  the  mission  of  community  colleges. 

13)  Plans  for  institutional  improvements  that  include  thresholds  and  targets  seem  to  be  the 
fairest  standard  of  success. 

14)  Small  sums  for  performance  funding  (no  more  than  3-6%  at  the  maximum)  can  be 
used  to  produce  desired  results  without  causing  budget  instability. 


Conclusion 

Upon  reviewing  the  recent  history  of  performance-based  funding  in  many  states,  most 
commentators  believe  that  it  will  take  root  and  become  a  standard  means  for  apportioning  at 
least  a  portion  of  higher  education  budgets.  This  belief  makes  it  even  more  incumbent  on 
educators  to  undertake  the  difficult  task  of  designing,  implementing,  and  assessing 
educational  activities  and  improvements. 


June  30,  1999 
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Foreword 


State-level  accountability  and  the  use  of  performance  measures  have  been  touchstones  of  the 
1990s.  In  state  after  state,  legislators  have  directed  all  government  entities,  including  public 
higher  education,  to  state  their  goals  and  activities  more  explicitly  and  report  results  as  a  form  of 
accountability.  Many  state  higher  education  agencies  have  adopted  performance  measures  to 
respond  to  these  accountability  demands. 

To  determine  the  states'  experiences  to  date  with  using  performance  measures,  SHEEO 
conducted  a  survey  from  December  1996  through  March  1997  of  state-level  higher  education 
coordinating  and  governing  boards.  The  survey  focused  on  the  use  of  performance  measures  for 
accountability  and  in  performance  ftmding. 

This  report.  The  Transition  from  Business  as  Usual  to  Funding  for  Results:  State  Efforts  to 
Integrate  Performance  Measures  in  the  Higher  Education  Budgetary  Process  by  Brenda  Norman 
Albright,  Franklin  Education  Group,  focuses  on  strategies  for  using  performance  measures  in  the 
budgeting  process  and  outlines  key  principles  that  can  guide  states'  explorations  of  performance- 
based  funding. 

Two  companion  reports  have  also  been  written.  State  Survey  on  Performance  Measures:  1996-97 
by  Melodic  E.  Christal  reviews  the  survey  findings.  The  Challenge  of  Consumerism  for  Higher 
Education:  Creating  a  Market  for  Quality  by  Sandra  R.  Ruppert,  Educational  Systems  Research, 
explores  the  emergence  of  a  customer  focus  in  new  state-level  accountability  policies  and  relates 
them  to  a  broader  statewide  reform  agenda. 

We  want  to  thank  the  many  members  of  the  SHEEO  agencies  who  took  the  time  to  complete  our 
survey.  Without  their  efforts,  these  reports  would  not  have  been  possible. 

We  hope  you  will  find  the  information  in  this  report  useful.  We  welcome  your  comments. 

James  R.  Mingle 

Executive  Director 

State  Higher  Education  Executive  Officers 
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The  Transition  from  Business  as  Usual  to  Funding  for  Results: 

State  Efforts  to  Integrate  Performance  Measures  in  the 

Higher  Education  Budgetary  Process 

Overview 

In  these  times,  institutions  of  higher  education  must  make  a  compelling  case  to  the  public 
and  to  political  leaders  that  the  overall  value  of  a  college  education  is  real,  and  that  higher 
education  institutions  deserve  increased  financial  support.  Officials  from  system,  coordinating, 
and  governing  boards  have  discovered  that  they  must  work  with  legislators  and  govemors  to  find 
innovative  ways  to  change  the  budgetary  status  quo,  which  had  until  recently  left  out  the 
question  of  "value"  in  the  funding  process.  Traditionally,  higher  education  has  been  paid  for 
whatever  it  does  through  a  fee-for-service  approach.  The  established  financing  systems  focus  on 
incremental  funding  increases  or  enrollment-driven  formulas  using  input  factors  such  as  average 
costs  or  student/faculty  ratios.  In  allocating  money  to  public  higher  education  institutions,  most 
funding  systems  do  not  consider  state  educational  goals,  nor  do  they  provide  incentives  for 
improvements  in  institutional  or  program  effectiveness,  educational  quality,  or  student  learning 
outcomes.  In  other  words,  traditional  funding  systems  do  not  link  funding  to  clearly  specified 
results.  Success  or  failure  is  not  part  of  the  funding  equation.  However,  many  state  leaders  now 
view  such  traditional  budgeting  models  as  obsolete,  insulated  from  state  and  institutional 
strategic  planning,  unresponsive  to  state  and  national  priorities,  and  inappropriately  separated 
from  the  question  of  value. 

In  some  states,  long-standing  budgetary  systems  have  been  abandoned,  being  replaced  by 
completely  new  funding  frameworks.  In  many  of  these  instances,  funding  systems  have  been 
redesigned  to  include  performance-based  funding  initiatives.  Under  this  system,  performance 
measures  are  reported  in  the  budget  process  and  are  then  tied  either  directly  or  indirectly  to 
funding  decisions. 

In  the  current  management  lexicon,  performance-based  funding  represents  a  paradigm 
shift.  Rather  than  the  state  meeting  the  institution's  needs,  the  college  or  university  meets  the 
state's  needs.  Performance-based  funding  changes  the  funding  equation  by  altering  educators' 
expectations  that  programs  or  institutions  are  entitled  to  a  certain  level  of  resources;  instead,  it 
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creates  rewards  for  achievement  and  successful  changes  in  institutional  performance.  These 
emerging  result-centered  strategies,  with  their  strong  emphasis  on  student  learning  needs, 
customer  service,  quality,  and  productivity,  differ  in  process,  focus,  and  structure  from  traditional 
funding  approaches. 

This  report  begins  with  the  findings  of  a  January  1997  survey  on  performance-based 
funding  in  higher  education,  undertaken  by  the  State  Higher  Education  Executive  Officers 
(SHEEO).  Next,  questions  about  and  responses  to  the  new  systems  are  examined,  and  strategies 
for  using  performance  measures  in  higher  education  are  explained.  Finally,  the  report  outlines  the 
key  principles  that  can  guide  states'  and  institutions'  explorations  of  performance-based  funding. 

Summary  of  1997  SHEEO  Survey  on  Performance  Measures 

Observations 

In  1997,  the  State  Higher  Education  Executive  Officers  (SHEEO)  surveyed  states  to  leam 
more  about  the  use  of  performance  measures;  one  section  of  the  survey  focused  on  the  use  of 
performance  measures  for  budgetary  purposes.  More  specifically,  SHEEO  investigated  the 
genesis  of  new  programs,  the  varied  ways  that  states  use  performance  measures  in  the  budgetary 
process,  the  purposes  of  the  funding  changes,  and  the  efficacy  of  these  programs  in  meeting  state 
objectives.  The  survey  also  addressed  the  benefits  and  areas  of  concern  for  states  considering  or 
using  performance  measures.  Highlights  of  the  survey  results  are  outlined  below. 

•  More  than  half  of  the  states  (32)  are  planning  or  using  performance  measures  in  their 
state  budget  process.  Fifteen  states  report,  review,  and  analyze  performance  measures  in  the 
budgetar.-  process,  eight  states  allocate  some  state  funds  based  on  performance  measures,  and 
nine  states  are  planning  to  use  performance  measures  in  the  budgetary  process  within  the  next 
two  years.  Refer  to  the  Appendix  for  information  by  state. 

•  Legislatively  mandated  initiatives,  frequently  applied  to  all  state  agencies,  are  growing  in 
number  and  in  scope.  Examples  include  the  following  government  actions: 

Arizona:  Since  1994,  as  a  part  of  the  state  operating  budget  request,  all  state  agencies  must 
submit  performance  indicators  which  are  published  in  the  Governor's  budget.  Each  university 
has  unique  measures  related  to  its  programs.  Up  to  50  programs  undergo  an  annual  Program 


Authorization  Review  in  which  performance  measures  are  used  to  determine  continued 

authorization  of  programs. 

Delaware:  The  1996  Delaware  Governmental  Accountability  Act  states  that  "the  General 

Assembly  believes  that  the  development  of  performance  measures  and  standards  for 

governmental  programs  will  result  in  a  more  efficient  and  effective  allocation  and  utilization 

of  state  resources." 

Georgia:  Legislation  in  1993  mandated  Results-based  Budgeting  for  all  state  government 

sectors,  including  higher  education.  Performance  measures  will  be  used  systematically  to 

assess  progress  toward  stated  goals  and  objectives.  The  first  phase  (FY1998)  requires 

identification  of  program  purpose  and  goals. 

Maine:  Legislation  in  1 996  established  a  Commission  on  Performance  Budgeting  in  State 

Government,  including  higher  education,  and  outlined  a  schedule  for  the  full  implementation 

of  performance  budgeting,  including  the  development  of  single  and  joint  agency  strategic 

plans.   Performance   budgeting  will   allocate   resources  based   on  the   achievement  of 

measurable  objectives  identified  in  the  strategic  plans. 

Mississippi:  The  Mississippi  Performance  Budget  and  Strategic  Planning  Act  of  1994  created 

an  accountability  process  for  public  universities  including  the  reporting  of  performance 

measures.  The  legislation  allows  performance  measures  to  be  directly  linked  to  the  allocation 

of  funds,  but  that  aspect  has  not  yet  been  phased  into  the  process. 

Performance  measures  in   state  budgetary  processes  serve  a  panoply  of  purposes. 

Performance  funding  is  used  to:  eliminate  programs;  reduce  the  size  of  programs;  focus  on 

outcomes  rather  than  inputs;  clarify  state  priorities;  emphasize  important  state  educational 

goals;  provide  better  accountability  information;  assess  the  effective  utilization  of  resources; 

link  budgeting  with  planning  and  programming;  promote  improvement;  reinforce  existing 

quality;  promote  assessment;  and  encourage  institutional  change.  Several  states  explain  the 

purpose  of  their  shift  to  performance-based  funding  in  higher  education. 

Ohio:  Board  of  Regents  Chancellor  Elaine  H.  Hairston  states  that  performance  funding  is 

"intended  to  reward  campuses  for  providing  needed  services  and  for  the  quality  of  those 

services  .  .  .  Every  campus  gains  a  better  sense  of  its  existing  strengths  and  areas  for 

improvement . . .  The  public  gains  greater  accountability  in  the  use  of  state  revenues." 


Tennessee:  Performance  funding  is  "designed  to  stimulate  instructional  improvement  and 
student  learning  and  recognize  institutional  mission.  It  is  an  incentive  for  meritorious 
institutional  performance  and  provides  the  citizens  of  Tennessee,  the  executive  branch  of 
state  government,  the  legislature,  education  officials,  and  faculty  with  a  means  of  assessing 
progress.  By  encouraging  instructional  excellence,  performance  funding  contributes  to 
continuing  public  support  of  higher  education  and  complements  planning,  program 
improvement,  and  student  learning." 

South  Carolina:  The  sponsor  of  1996  South  Carolina  performance  funding  legislation  asserts 
'To  make  higher  education  more  accountable,  we  must  first  defme  what  we  expect  from  the 
system."  The  new  financing  plan  will  "bring  us  a  system  of  excellence  rather  than  a  system 
that  supports  mediocrity. " 

•  For  most  states^  performance  measures  are  indirectly  linked  to  the  budget;  however^  for 
eight  states,  there  is  a  direct  linkage  between  funding  levels  and  institutional  performance. 
Each  state's  performance  funding  system  is  unique,  but  all  focus  on  using  the  budget  as  an 
incentive  for  institutions  to  achieve  better  student  performance  and  attain  state  goals.  Under 
direct  linkage  systems,  funds  are  tied  to  distinct  performance  measures  through  formulas 
developed  by  individual  states.  Using  indirect  linkages,  performance  measures  are  reported  in 
budget  requests  and  are  taken  into  account  when  funding  decisions  are  made;  however,  a 
strict  formula  is  not  used.  Table  1  provides  an  analysis  for  states  with  performance-based 
funding. 

•  Most  states  opined  that  two  to  five  percent  of  appropriations  allocated  to  performance- 
based  funding  could  effect  meaningful  change  without  risking  major  budget  instability. 
Although  this  percentage  is  relatively  low,  in  some  states  it  is  a  large  percentage  of  the  last 
year's  budget  increase.  For  instance,  in  its  first  year  of  implementation,  Florida's 
performance  funding  program  for  community  colleges  represented  less  than  one  percent  of  its 
core  operating  budget  but  25  percent  of  newly  allocated  money.  The  proposed  South  Carolina 
and  Florida  workforce  programs,  which  tie  100  percent  of  available  funds  to  performance,  are 
exceptions. 


Table  1 
States  with  Performance-based  Funding 


SUte/Sector 

Legislative 
Mandate 

Year 
Implemented 

FY97  Dollars 

Allocated  to 

Performance 

Funding 

Percent  of 
Budget 

Tennessee  (2-  &  4-year) 

No 

FY81 

$25  M 

4% 

Colorado  (2-  &  4-year) 

Yes 

FY94 

S6M 

2% 

Missouri  (2-  &.  4-year) 

No 

FY94  (4-yr) 
FY95  (2-yr) 

SUM 

2% 

Arkansas  (2-  &  4-year)* 

No 

FY95 

$9M 

2% 

Ohio  (2-year) 

Yes 

FY96 

$3M 

1% 

Florida  (2-year) 

Approp.  Bill 

FY97 

$12  M 

1% 

Kentucicy  (2-  &  4-year)* 

Approp.  Bill 

FY97 

$3M 

.5% 

South  Carolina  (2-  &  4-year) 

Yes 

FY98 

N/A 

100%  by  2000 

•  Performance  measures  abolished  during  1997, 

Note:  Connecticut  also  funds  its  Board  of  Governors'  Minority  Advancement  Program  by  directly 

linking  performance  measures  to  the  budget  allocation  process. 

•  Some  believe  that  using  new  money  as  an  incentive  is  less  effective  than  reallocating  the 
base.  Although  most  educators  and  legislators  are  in  favor  of  linking  a  limited  amount  of 
funds  to  performance  measures,  others  feel  that  to  effect  real  change,  the  budget  base  must  be 
reallocated.  In  this  view,  only  significant  change  in  the  base  funding  structures  can  lead  to 
meaningful  change  in  teaching  and  learning. 

•  Some  institutions  view  performance  measures  as  a  method  of  getting  money ,  not  as  a  lever 
for  change.  Many  institutions  and  individuals  believe  that  the  use  of  performance  measures 
and  performance-based  funding  is  just  a  passing  fancy.  Those  that  support  the  use  of 
performance  measures  and  performance-based  funding,  however,  desire  systemic  change. 

•  Most  states  believe  that  it  is  too  early  to  assess  the  impact  of  performance  measures  on 
institutional  behavior.  However^  eight  states  reported  that  performance  measures  had 
changed  institutional  behavior  while  four  reported  that  it  had  not.  With  the  exception  of 
Tennessee,  states  have  a  limited  track  record,  as  no  program  is  more  than  four  years  old.  Still, 
it  is  not  surprising  that  states  where  funding  was  directly  tied  to  performance  measures 
tended  to  report  changes  in  institutional  behavior. 

•  Most  states  report  that  faculty  are  not  actively  engaged  in  the  performance-based  funding 
process.  Faculty  members  are  rarely  involved  in  institutions'  or  states'  funding  processes, 
and  structures  for  this  type  of  involvement  are  not  in  place.  Most  faculty  members  are  not 


accustomed  to  thinking  in  tenns  of  funding  structures,  nor  are  they  aware  of  the  performance- 
based  funding  movement  unless  it  has  directly  affected  their  programs  or  courses.  However, 
to  have  the  most  significant  impact,  the  planning  and  implementation  of  performance-based 
funding  measures  must  be  more  connected  to  the  teaching  and  learning  that  takes  place  in  the 
classroom. 

While  there  is  no  single  best  model,  certain  features  seem  to  be  working  well  in  some 
states: 

•  Missouri's  Funding  for  Results  Program  is  a  two-tiered  system,  with  both  state  and  campus 
level  components.  At  the  campus  level,  individual  institutions  are  eligible  for  additional 
rewards  if  they  design  and  implement  mission-based  performance  funding  programs  designed 
to  improve  teaching  and  learning.  The  system  has  generated  considerable  innovation  and  has 
enjoyed  widespread  support  from  campuses. 

•  Ohio's  Performance  Service  Expectations  uses  a  unique  review  process  in  which  peer  review 
panels  composed  of  institutional  staff  evaluate  the  performance  of  each  campus.  This  system 
allows  for  an  exchange  of  ideas  and  promotes  the  replication  or  adaptation  of  successfiil 
program  components  on  other  campuses.  College  departments  learn  from  their  peers  what 
works  and  what  doesn't,  allowing  schools  to  move  forward  without  having  to  reinvent  the 
wheel  at  each  turn. 

•  Tennessee's  "improvement"  features  are  a  noteworthy  part  of  that  state's  funding  plan. 
Success  is  defined  not  only  as  the  attainment  of  standard  benchmarks;  schools  can  also 
demonstrate  achievement  by  improving  performance  in  weaker  areas 

Recent  Developments 

Since  the  SHEEO  survey  was  completed,  Arkansas  and  Kentucky  have  abandoned  their 
performance  funding  programs;  governance  and  political  changes  were  factors  affecting  the 
change  in  both  states.  On  the  other  hand,  the  state  of  Washington  has  enacted  performance-based 
funding  legislation  for  the  1998-99  biennium,  with  approximately  one  percent  of  higher 
education  funds  directly  linked  to  performance  measures.  Florida  has  passed  legislation  that 
significantly  changes  the  funding  process  for  workforce  development  beginning  in  1998-99.  This 
legislation  calls  for  combining  all  available  school  district  and  community  college  funds  for 
workforce  development  (about  $730  million)  and  distributing  these  funds  based  on  performance. 


Also,  South  Carolina  is  continuing  its  efforts  to  allocate  100  percent  of  funds  to  higher  education 
through  performance-based  funding  by  1999  and  New  Jersey,  New  York,  and  South  Dakota  are 
considering  proposals  to  link  a  portion  of  state  funds  to  performance. 

Advantages 

States  that  have  implemented  performance-based  funding  have  identified  the  following 
advantages: 

builds  support  firom  political  leadership  for  higher  education 

serves  as  an  incentive  to  improve  performance 

provides  an  alternative  to  enrollment-based  subsidy  approaches 

responds  to  calls  for  accountability 

connects  planning  goals  with  the  budget 

serves  as  an  image  and  credibility  builder  to  reinforce  confidence  in  higher  education 

results  in  better  communication  with  political  leaders 

is  more  effective  than  considering  only  inflation  and  enrollment  growth  in  funding  decisions. 

Areas  of  Concern 

Almost  all  states  agree  that  the  practical  problems  of  designing  a  system  of  performance 
measures  are  tremendous. 

•  Performance  measures  must  be  acceptable  to  politicians  and  educators  alike,  balancing 
institutional  autonomy  with  state-level  review  and  control. 

•  The  complexities  of  measuring  quality,  particularly  in  student  learning,  are  enormous,  and 
many  campuses  and  faculty  fear  that  state  mandated  efforts  will  undermine  their 
responsibility  for  quality  assessment. 

•  Institutions  may  tend  to  "lower  the  bar"  in  setting  goals  to  ensure  that  they  achieve  them. 
This  tendency  creates  friction  and  conflict  with  SHEEO  agencies. 

•  Standardizing  state  goals  for  diverse  institutions  does  not  work;  balancing  systemwide  goals 
with  unique  or  customized  institutional  goals  and  measures  is  more  effective,  though 
certainly  more  complex  and  cumbersome. 

•  Using  only  quantitative  measures  negates  important  institutional  processes;  balancing  process 
goals  with  quantitative  goals  and  measures  is  becoming  a  more  acceptable  approach. 


•  Investment  of  time  and  resources  to  develop  performance  measures  and  assessment 
instruments  can  be  significant,  and  development  of  a  sound  front-end  process  is  essential. 
Some  states  have  chosen  to  use  standardized  tests  to  measure  student  achievement  in  spite  of 
serious  drawbacks.  Officials  carmot  force  students  to  take  them,  and  some  students  may  not 
take  the  tests  seriously  because  they  do  not  count  toward  grade-point  averages.  The  cost  of 
obtaining  accurate  data  should  not  outweigh  the  value  of  the  data  or  add  new  burdens  to 
institutions. 

•  Current  measures  tend  to  be  too  simple,  inadequately  reflecting  differences  in  institutional 
mission.  Some  systems  have  indicated  that  it  is  difficult  to  adopt  performance  measures  that 
fully  reflect  institutional  effectiveness.  Many  institutions  would  rather  select  a  limited 
number  of  measures  analyzed  according  to  trend  lines,  rather  than  attempt  a  more 
comprehensive  approach.  Similarly,  systems  have  accepted  that  the  selection  of  performance 
measures  is  a  complex  art  and  not  an  exact  science. 

•  Performance-based  funding  can  create  a  highly  competitive  enviromnent  among  institutions, 
with  each  more  interested  in  its  own  net  gains  or  losses  than  in  effectively  "sharing  the  pie." 

•  States  where  performance  measures  are  legislated  find  that  legislative  decisions  and  priorities 
can  change  from  year  to  year.  Rather  than  responding  to  and  attaining  long-range  goals, 
institutions  of  higher  education  are  forced  to  aim  for  elusive,  moving  goals  and  targets. 

The  crux  of  the  debate  about  performance-based  funding  is  exemplified  in  a  recent  North 
Carolina  repon.  Supporters  argue  that  performance-based  funding  restores  "balance  to  a  system 
that  rewards  number  of  enrollees  over  the  quality  of  educational  services."  On  the  other  hand, 
"naysayers  argue  that  incentive  funding  is  more  likely  to  distort  than  refme  educational  priorities 
because  it  is  based  on  mechanical  formulas,  imperfect  performance  indicators  and  the  overly 
coercive  power  of  the  purse."  Others  argue  that  performance  funding  does  not  recognize  crucial 
distinctions  between  the  business  sector,  which  can  be  assessed  by  examining  the  bottom  line, 
and  public  colleges,  which  can  not.  Others  believe  that  institutions  that  do  not  meet  performance 
goals  probably  have  been  operating  with  inadequate  funds  all  along.  In  other  words,  states  should 
put  the  money  where  the  needs  are  rather  than  where  the  results  are. 


Implementing  a  Performance  Funding  Initiative 

Since  the  issues  raised  in  the  implementation  of  performance  funding  measures  are 
paramount,  states  should  carefully  consider  the  process  they  use  to  arrive  at  a  funding  plan.  The 
language  and  focus  of  each  state's  plan  is  and  should  be  unique,  as  the  role  of  budget  players,  the 
design  and  structure  of  funding,  and  the  goals  and  incentives  for  colleges  and  universities  differ 
as  much  as  more  traditional  formula  and  incremental  budgeting  systems.  Each  is  imperfect,  with 
no  "best"  model  applicable  to  all  states  at  all  times.  Still,  the  planning  and  implementation  of  all 
performance  funding  systems  should  encompass  seven  common  processes,  though  the  duration 
of  each  will  vary  considerably.  Some  steps  can  take  a  brief  few  weeks  (Florida's  two-year 
colleges  and  Colorado),  while  others  may  take  years  (Termessee's  five-year  pilot  effort).  The 
common  processes  involved  in  performance  funding  systems  are: 

determining  the  vision  and  overall  purpose 

selecting  goals  and  determining  their  relative  weight 

adopting  performance  measures  for  institutional  achievement  of  adopted  goals 

collecting  information  about  each  measure 

allocating  resources 

evaluating  and  adjusting  the  processes  and  goals 

communicating  performance  results  to  various  audiences. 

Determining  the  Vision  and  Overall  Purpose 

This  first  step  in  any  exploration  of  performance-based  funding  is  often  not  given  enough 
time  or  focus.  States  and  institutions  must  ask  why  they  are  considering  performance-based 
funding  and  must  then  develop  a  conceptual  framework  that  begins  with  the  answers  to  this 
question.  The  principles  that  will  guide  the  new  funding  system  must  be  clearly  articulated  and 
should  address  such  issues  as: 

•  base  or  margin  funding 

•  pilot  nature  of  initial  funding  years 

•  contributions  of  and  differences  between  various  campuses 

•  kinds  of  instructional  activities  and/or  other  service  areas. 


This  initial  exploration  might  also  involve  a  review  of  other  states'  needs,  systems,  and 
strategies.  Each  state  can  then  see  its  own  goals  and  purposes  within  a  larger  framework  and  can 
examine  both  the  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  other  systems.  Moving  on  from  this  overall  view, 
each  state  can  then  develop  a  framework  that  considers  the  unique  characteristics  of  the  state  and 
its  institutions. 

Selecting  Goals  and  Determining  their  Relative  Weight 

Who  selects  the  goals  and  determines  their  importance  or  weight?  Two  patterns  emerge: 
in  some  states,  specific  goals  are  selected  by  the  higher  education  community  with  strong 
leadership  from  the  state  coordinating  boards  (Tennessee,  Missouri,  Ohio,  and  Arkansas);  in 
others,  goals  are  specified  in  legislation  (Colorado  and  Florida).  For  all  states,  gubernatorial 
support  is  a  pivotal  factor  in  tying  funds  to  goals. 

What  is  the  best  way  to  select  goals  and  indicators?  Most  are  chosen  from  existing 
performance  indicator  systems  or  from  established  strategic  plans.  The  following  list  summarizes 
the  categories  or  foci  of  goals  that  states  have  identified  thus  far: 

retention  or  graduation  rates  (Florida,  Arkansas,  Missouri,  and  Tennessee) 

program  delivery  such  as  improving  access,  range,  efficiency,  expediency,  or  transferability 

(Ohio,  Florida,  Missouri,  Tennessee,  and  Colorado) 

assessment  processes  and  results  (Arkansas,  Missouri,  Tennessee,  and  Colorado) 

workforce  development  (Ohio,  Colorado,  Missouri,  Tennessee,  and  Florida) 

student  characteristics  ar.ci  student  diversity  or  faculty/staff  diversity  (Florida,  Missouri, 

Arkansas,  and  Tennessee 

alumni,  enrolled  students,  ^  r  employer  survey  results  (Tennessee,  Colorado  and  Arkansas) 

mission-specific  objectives  (Tennessee  and  Missouri) 

administrative  efficiencies  (Arkansas  and  Colorado) 

accreditation  (Tennessee) 

linkages  with  K-12  (Ohio) 

affordable  tuition  and  fees  (Ohio) 

institutional  program  review  and  improvement  (Tennessee). 

The  most  commonly  addressed  goals  are  retention,  articulation,  graduation,  workforce 
preparation,  program  delivery,  and  student  or  faculty  characteristics.  It  is  important  to  note  that 
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while  all  these  goals  may  be  addressed  through  performance-based  flinding,  states  also  provide 
funding  for  these  goals  with  non-performance-based  mechanisms.  For  example,  Colorado  uses  a 
competitive  grant  approach  to  fund  linkages  with  P- 1 2. 

The  number  of  goals  or  categories  actually  selected  by  the  six  states  mentioned  above  is 
limited,  ranging  from  three  to  II .  Most  states  fmd  that  a  relatively  small  number  (usually  about 
10)  is  most  effective  in  the  design  of  performance  funding  systems.  Some  states  have  developed 
narrowly  focused  plans;  for  instance,  Florida's  community  colleges  approach  focuses  on  number 
of  graduates  and  their  characteristics.  Others  states  have  developed  systems  that  focus  on  a  v^dde 
range  of  goals.  Colorado  focuses  on  productivity,  undergraduate  education,  and  workforce 
development 

Of  course,  not  all  goals  are  given  the  same  priority.  Each  system  places  very  different 
levels  of  importance  or  relative  weight  on  its  various  goals.  Ohio  places  a  high  priority  on 
affordable  tuition,  Florida  on  number  of  graduates  and  characteristics  of  graduates,  while 
Tennessee  and  Colorado  tend  to  distribute  funds  more  equally  among  the  various  categories. 

Questions  about  Goals.  Even  with  a  careful  consideration  of  the  focus  and  weight  of 
goals,  central  questions  remain.  Are  goals  and  measures  the  "right"  ones,  focusing  on  what  is 
important  to  individual  institutions  and  states?  If  so,  are  the  goals  and  measurement  benchmarks 
high  enough  to  be  meaningful  and  low  enough  to  be  attainable?  Will  stated  goals  accomplish  the 
desired  results? 

"Standardized"  state  goals  and  measures  have  been  widely  criticized  as  inadequate  in 
recognizing  institutional  mission.  In  Florida,  for  example,  some  community  colleges  expressed 
concem  that  the  use  of  graduation  numbers  and  rates  does  not  adequately  reflect  institutional 
mission  in  providing  skills  training.  In  North  Carolina,  the  subcommittee  working  on 
performance  funding  was  convinced  that  a  "one  size  fits  all"  approach  would  not  work  for 
reasons  of  institutional  equity  and  efficiency.  "Institutions  differ  in  their  ability  to  show 
improvement  on  any  given  performance  indicator...  differences  may  also  reflect  past  efforts  to 
show  improvement  that  have  already  been  successful,  or  may  reflect  factors  that  are  mission- 
related  or  outside  the  control  of  the  institutions." 

Some  states  use  different  goals  or  measures  for  the  two-  and  four-year  sectors, 
recognizing  mission  differentiation  (Tennessee  and  Missouri).  In  some  states,  goals  and/or 
indicators  are  optional  or  customized  for  various  institutions.  For  example,  Tennessee  has 
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improvement  goals  that  relate  to  institutional  mission  and  are  unique  to  each  campus.  Missouri 
also  allows  for  campus-level  perfomiance  funding  unique  to  each  institution.  During  the  past 
year,  Kentucky  proposed  a  system  that  would  permit  institutions  to  select  specific  goals, 
indicators,  and  weights.  A  total  of  91  indicators  were  proposed,  leading  the  coordinating  board  to 
express  concerns  about  the  approach.  Kentucky  revised  this  approach  to  a  core  of  mandatory 
standardized  indicators  plus  optional  discretionary  indicators. 

Another  way  to  incorporate  mission  differences  is  to  recognize  performance  in  achieving 
not  only  absolute  goals,  but  also  improvements.  The  Tennessee,  Ohio,  and  Arkansas  systems 
focus  on  improvements  or  minimum  standards,  thus  creating  a  level  playing  field  for  each 
institution  to  better  its  performance  and  succeed  at  meeting  its  goals.  The  system  promotes 
fairness  and  equity  within  the  accountability/improvement  framework.  When  quality  is  measured 
by  improvements  as  well  as  by  absolute  norms,  with  incentives  that  focus  on  improving,  all 
campuses  improve. 

Adopting  Performance  Measures  for  Institutional  Achievement 

The  performance  funding  debate  centers  not  on  conceptual  theory,  but  on  measurement. 
One  question  that  must  be  addressed  is  who  develops  the  measurement  guidelines.  Most 
measurement  systems  are  developed  by  higher  education;  however,  in  Florida  and  Colorado,  the 
indicators  are  specified  in  legislative  language.  The  array  of  diverse  output,  outcome,  and  process 
measures  includes  number  of  associate  degrees  granted  (Florida),  number  of  degrees  granted  to 
African-American  students  (Missouri),  number  of  students  placed  in  jobs  within  the  state 
(Colorado),  achievement  of  graduates  or  current  students  on  external  tests  (Tennessee),  and 
"whether  the  institution  implements  systems  that  provide  students  with  potential  employment 
opportunities  and  forecasts  for  the  job  market  that  are  specific  to  degree  program"  (Colorado). 

Questions  about  Measures.  Many  critics  feel  that  qualitative  measures  are  not  precise 
enough  to  be  used  for  funding  purposes.  "Measurements  are  imprecise  and  may  take  several 
years  to  establish  and  validate"  (Tennessee).  A  1995  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics 
(NCES)  survey  found  that  almost  one-third  of  the  states  felt  that  there  is  a  lack  of  appropriate, 
reliable  instruments  that  are  "authentic." 

Others  question  whether  states  are  using  the  "right"  measures  or  appropriately  weighted 
measures.  In  Tennessee,  institutions  felt  that  performance  funding  placed  too  much  emphasis  on 
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accreditation,  and  decided  that  some  potentially  accreditable  programs  should  not  be  newly 
accredited.  As  Tennessee's  system  has  evolved,  the  weight  for  accreditation  has  been  reduced. 

Testing  has  come  under  widespread  criticism  in  a  number  of  states  including  Tennessee 
and  North  Carolina.  Critics  note  that  testing  does  not  comprehensively  measure  achievement  or 
the  'Value  added'*  to  students  through  the  educational  process  at  a  particular  institution,  and  that 
graduate  and  professional  schools  are  left  out  of  the  performance  funding  process  altogether.  In 
addition,  some  states  and  institutions  have  placed  what  many  see  as  an  inappropriately  strong 
emphasis  on  standardized  test  scores,  without  paying  much  attention  to  what  the  tests  measure 
and  how  they  can  improve  teaching  and  learning.  As  many  in  the  higher  education  assessment 
field  are  fond  of  pointing  out,  "You  don't  fatten  a  pig  by  weighing  it." 

Collecting  Information 

Since  performance  funding  systems  frequently  build  upon  existing  accountability 
reporting  information,  most  systems  rely  primarily  on  that  information,  thus  enhancing  reliability 
and  comparability.  When  information  does  not  exist,  incentives  are  provided  to  implement  such 
systems.  In  Kentucky,  it  was  agreed  that  individual  measures  in  each  identified  category  must  be 
based,  when  possible,  upon  verifiable  baseline  data  provided  in  reports  undertaken  through 
higher  education  accountability  legislation  and  other  statewide  plans.  Some  states  also  rely  on 
information  collected  in  response  to  accreditation  agencies. 

Questions  about  Collecting  Information.  Designing  new  information  systems  to  support 
performance  funding  can  be  costly,  particularly  when  student  assessment  is  a  measure.  In  a  1995 
NCES  survey  about  one-fourth  of  the  states  noted  the  high  cost  of  developing  assessment 
instruments.  Institutional  resistance  to  more  data  collection  is  yet  another  obstacle  among 
faculty,  especially  at  research  universities,  where  academic  freedom  and  respect  for  institutional 
prerogative  are  tightly  held  values.  Timing  is  also  a  factor  in  establishing  baselines,  collecting 
information,  and  measuring  improvement.  Usually  there  is  a  two  to  three  year  timing  lag  between 
performance  and  funding. 

Allocating  Resources 

Performance  funding  systems  are  analogous  to  formula  systems  in  assigning  points  or 
numeric  values  to  various  measures.  In  Florida,  points  are  assigned  to  each  associate  degree  or 
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certificate  granted,  and  an  institution's  allocation  is  based  on  percentage  share.  Providing  an 
amount  per  graduate  parallels  the  current  formula  approach  that  allocates  resources  for  students 
on  a  student  credit  hour  or  student  basis.  All  state  models  take  into  account  institutional  size,  as 
do  formula  approaches. 

Although  performance  fiinding  is  a  "requesting"  device  like  other  budgetary  systems, 
performance  funds  add  to  baseline  resources  and  are  viewed  as  incentives  to  good  practice  and 
positive  results.  As  noted  earlier,  performance  funds  represent  a  relatively  small  percentage  of 
the  overall  budget,  but  a  relatively  large  part  of  funding  increases.  Because  these  funds  are  not 
earmarked  (Missouri's  campus-based  funding  for  results  component  is  an  exception),  institutions 
have  the  flexibility  to  allocate  these  resources  based  on  institutional  priorities  and  needs.  This 
design  contrasts  with  competitive  grant  programs  where  funds  are  tagged  for  specified  purposes. 

Theoretically,  an  individual  institution's  performance  is  not  affected  by  the  performance 
of  other  institutions;  the  competition  is  strictly  internal,  unlike  competitive  grant  approaches. 
Nonetheless,  to  the  extent  that  the  budget  pie  is  "fixed,"  there  is  competition  for  resources,  as  all 
of  the  funding  programs  have  at  least  a  minor  redistributive  effect.  However,  the  general  pattern 
of  redistribution  is  among  institutions  within  a  sector  (e.g.,  two-year)  rather  than  among  sectors. 

Another  aspect  of  fund  allocation  is  the  scaling  of  points  awarded  for  measures.  While 
some  measures  have  a  single  fixed  measurement  criterion,  many  use  sliding  scales  to  recognize  a 
wider  range  of  performance  levels;  Ohio  uses  a  scale  of  "exceeds  expectation,"  "meets 
expectation,"  and  "does  not  meet  expectation"  with  each  category  carrying  a  different  weight. 

Questions  about  Allocating  Resources.  At  what  level  should  performance  funding  be 
implemented  -  for  incentive  funding  or  for  fiill  support  of  basic  operations?  What  is  the 
appropriate  balance  between  performance  funding  and  other  programs?  Some  argue  that  unless 
adequate  funding  is  provided  for  the  entire  system,  performance  funding  is  counterproductive 
because  basic  funding  needs  and  equity  issues  must  come  first.  Others  suggest  that  performance 
should  be  a  small  portion  of  funding,  at  least  at  this  time.  As  a  campus  president  in  Kentucky 
observed:  "Since  performance  funding  is  still  clearly  in  the  experimental  stages,  it  should  be 
established  outside  the  formula  and  funded  at  a  modest  level. ..resources  remain  too  limited  to 
risk  mistakes  in  allocation."  Although  Tennessee's  system  is  beyond  experimental,  performance 
funding  remains  a  modest  part  of  the  budget. 
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Evaluating  and  Adjusting  Processes  and  Goals 

Initial  implementation  years  in  each  system  have  been  characterized  by  a  trial  and  error 
period  with  changing  goals  and  measures.  Even  Tennessee's  multi-year  pilot  period  included 
adjustments  during  the  first  two  years  of  implementation  while  Colorado  has  made  adjustments 
in  each  year  of  implementation.  Systems  that  focus  on  assessment  typically  have  an  intermediate 
goal  of  establishing  an  assessment  program  that  begins  with  the  initiation  of  the  assessment 
process  and  proceeds  to  obtaining  and  analyzing  data.  After  the  trial  and  error  period,  if  goals 
are  deemed  worthy  and  workable  and  if  standards  are  high,  one  would  expect  goals  to  remain  in 
place  for  a  reasonable  period  of  time  to  demonstrate  results  and  improvement.  Tennessee  has 
found  that  a  five-year  evaluation  cycle  is  an  effective  and  reasonable  approach  to  lend  stability  to 
the  system.  However,  one  frustration  for  campuses  is  frequently  changing  performance  goals  or 
funding  systems  driven  by  changing  legislative  mandates  and/or  changing  public  priorities. 

Questions  about  Evaluation.  How  can  the  changing  needs  and  priorities  of  legislatures 
and  colleges  be  accommodated  in  the  performance-based  funding  process?  Are  the  sometimes 
divergent  needs  of  the  players  in  the  process  -  faculty,  administrators,  legislators,  and  govemors 
-  similar  enough  to  support  a  program  that  will  ultimately  lead  to  improvement  on  college 
campuses?  Essentially,  this  is  a  question  of  balance.  Can  the  need  for  stability  and  the  need  for 
open  responses  to  change  meet  at  a  point  that  serves  both  states  and  higher  education 
institutions? 

Communicating  Performance  Results  to  Various  Audiences 

There  is  much  concern  on  college  campuses  about  the  difficulty  of  communicating 
performance-based  funding  information  in  a  fair  and  accurate  manner.  Campuses  are  afiraid  of 
being  compared  unfavorably  to  other  institutions  that  may  have  different  missions,  histories,  and 
student  populations.  There  is  also  concern  that  state  governments  and  the  public  will  misinterpret 
results  or  measures  by  seeing  them  as  extending  beyond  the  limited  scope  they  were  intended  for 
and  thus  use  what  were  meant  as  discrete  measures  in  rating  a  school's  overall  performance. 
Nonetheless,  institutions  that  fare  well  in  performance-based  funding  systems  frequently  issue 
press  releases  applauding  their  achievements  in  "capturing  the  top  score"  and  use  their 
performance  in  marketing  to  prospective  students. 
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Questions  about  Communication.  How  can  states  and  institutions  communicate  results 
honestly  while  maintaining  the  intended  purpose  of  the  measures  themselves?  How  can  the  role 
of  campus  and  community  demographics  be  communicated  in  the  public  presentation  of  discreet 
performance  measures?  These  are  questions  that  have  no  easy  answers  and  that  have  only  just 
begun  to  be  addressed  by  schools  and  by  states. 

Key  Principles  to  Follow 

As  more  and  more  states,  systems,  and  institutions  investigate  the  use  of  performance- 
based  funding  in  higher  education,  they  will  be  well-served  by  taking  into  account  the  lessons 
learned  from  those  pioneering  this  effort.  Several  principles  can  guide  states,  colleges,  and 
universities  in  these  explorations. 

•  Embrace  a  clear  vision  and  common  goals.  What  is  the  primary  purpose  and  vision  for 
higher  education  in  the  state?  Is  it  improving  undergraduate  education,  developing  a  more 
capable  work  force,  creating  high-quality  research  programs,  or  combining  these  and  other 
goals?  Are  the  benchmarks  that  measure  the  goals  high  enough  to  be  meaningful  and  realistic 
enough  to  be  attainable?  Although  states  have  many  goals  for  higher  education,  all  goals  are 
not  equal,  so  assigning  them  different  levels  of  importance  or  weight  is  essential. 

•  Achieve  real  reform  through  an  improvement  approach.  In  designing  performance  funding 
systems,  state  leaders  can  encourage  individual  institutions  to  improve  by  asking  them  to 
meet  state  needs  within  their  own  unique  area  of  expertise.  This  approach  promotes  faimess 
and  equity  in  the  competition  for  funds.  Several  states  have  found  that  all  campuses  improved 
when  quality  was  measured  by  improvements  as  well  as  by  absolute  norms  and  when 
incentives  focused  on  better  perfonnance.  State  boards  must  recognize  that  institutions 
carmot  always  improve  in  areas  where  they  already  have  achieved  success. 

•  Connect  performance  funding  with  strategic  planning.  Management  guru  Peter  Drucker  has 
said,  "long-term  planning  does  not  deal  with  future  decisions  but  with  the  future  of  present 
decisions."  Each  year,  higher  education  leaders  spend  considerable  effort  and  energy 
justifying  new  programs,  often  ignoring  the  long-term  cumulative  effects  of  such  programs 
on  costs  and  productivity.  A  good  performance  funding  system  redirects  this  annual  process 
by  focusing  on  longer-term  results  envisioned  in  strategic  plans. 
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•  Tailor  the  program  to  meet  each  state's  culture  and  each  institution's  educational  needs. 

Each  funding  plan  must  fit  that  state's  educational  priorities,  needs,  and  organizational  and 
political  structures.  An  important  factor,  for  example,  is  whether  a  state  coordinating  board 
has  strong  budgetary  authority  or  whether  individual  institutions  have  high  degrees  of 
autonomy.  Standardizing  state  goals  for  diverse  institutions  does  not  work;  balancing 
systemwide  goals  with  unique  or  customized  goals  and  measures  is  a  more  effective  strategy. 
Recognizing  improvements  in  performance  will  further  emphasize  mission  differences. 

•  Promote  collaboration.  Traditional  systemwide  budgeting  can  create  artificial  boundaries 
that  frequently  result  in  duplication  of  effort.  At  its  best,  performance  funding  can  spur  new 
and  cooperative  funding  partnerships  that  allow  institutions  to  improve  student  learning 
rather  than  compete  for  limited  resources.  For  example,  some  institutional  boundaries  can  be 
erased  if  a  portion  of  each  institution's  state  funding  is  contingent  on  success  in  reaching 
certain  agreed-upon  and  common  goals,  such  as  improving  transfer  rates  among  colleges  and 
universities. 

•  Promote  open  communications  and  an  inclusive  process.  If  funding  processes  are  to 
change,  communication  must  improve  among  funding  agencies,  the  institutions  themselves, 
and  the  public.  Making  the  public  aware  of  new  assessment  and  accountability  measures 
builds  credibility  and  support.  At  the  same  time,  the  communication  of  perfomiance  is 
difficult  because  people  tend  to  view  any  figure  or  score  as  a  comparative  index  of  quality. 
State  boards  must  guard  against  making  this  mistake  and  seek  to  understand  the  differences 
among  institutions.  Detailed  "storytelling"  has  the  potential  to  make  hard  data  more  real  and 
more  useful  to  schools,  legislative  bodies,  and  the  public,  as  it  translates  numbers  into  real 
student  lives.  In  addition,  open  sharing  of  information  about  education  activities  and 
successes  among  institutions  provides  opportunities  for  institutions  to  learn  from  one  another. 

•  Expect  trial-and-error  periods  and  mistakes.  As  a  new  budget  strategy,  performance  funding 
will  need  to  go  through  a  trial-and-error  period  with  fluid  goals  and  measures.  After  a 
reasonable  period  (e.g.,  five  years),  if  goals  are  deemed  worthy  and  workable  and  if  standards 
are  high,  institutions  are  more  likely  to  create  meaningful  change.  Given  the  relative  newness 
of  this  approach,  it  makes  sense  to  limit  performance  funding  to  a  relatively  small  percentage 
of  overall  state  appropriations  for  higher  education. 


17 


V 


•  Begin  with  a  pilot  effort,  and  develop  the  implementation  plan  before  final  decisionmaking 
and  marketing.  By  designing  the  first  years  as  pilot  efforts,  states  recognize  the  need  for 
flexibility  in  program  development.  This  flexibility  allows  the  program  to  change  and 
improve  and  increases  the  likelihood  that  the  program  will  be  effective.  This  initial  phase 
allows  states  and  colleges  to  build  on  strengths  and  to  convert  non-believers. 

•  Limit  the  size  of  the  budget  allocated  to  performance.  Starting  small,  with  funds  at  the 
margin,  is  a  wise,  measured  strategy.  As  well  as  building  familiarity  with  the  performance 
funding  concept,  most  states  find  that  a  relatively  small  amount  of  money  has  a  very  large 
effect  on  institutional  performance,  lessens  funding  fluctuations  from  year  to  year,  and 
maintains  stability  in  funding  over  time. 

•  Use  measures  that  reflect  quality  and  customer  focus  rather  than  numeric  counts. 
Numbers  alone  can  be  misleading,  especially  when  they  do  not  take  student  goals  into 
account  For  instance,  if  a  majority  of  community  college  students'  primary  goal  is  to  further 
specific  job  skills  through  one  or  two  courses,  measures  like  graduation  rates  will  not 
accurately  represent  the  attainment  of  real  goals.  Measuring  student  satisfaction  may  be  more 
valid  than  measuring  actual  student  behavior. 

•  Use  existing  data  whenever  possible.  It  is  counterproductive  to  insist  on  new  and  complex 
data  collection  methods  that  require  time  and  money  to  implement.  Current  state  and  federal 
requirements  for  the  gathering  and  analysis  of  information  can  be  put  to  good  use  in 
performance-based  funding. 

•  To  the  extent  possible,  focus  on  measures  within  the  control  of  the  institution.  Colleges  can 
only  control  certain  factors  tha.  foster  the  success  of  students  and  programs.  For  instance, 
while  a  community  college  can  have  an  impact  on  students'  ability  to  transfer  to  four-year 
institutions,  the  colleges  can  not  control  how  many  of  those  students  then  complete 
baccalaureate  degrees.  Colleges  should  not  be  judged  according  to  what  students  do  after 
they  leave  the  campus  or  what  happened  to  them  before  they  came.  For  instance,  colleges 
with  open  admissions  policies  or  mandates,  that  can  not  control  the  preparedness  of  new 
students,  should  not  be  judged  according  to  the  entry  level  skills  of  their  students. 
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Conclusion 

The  critical  question  is  whether  performance  funding  will  benefit  the  students  who  attend 
public  institutions  of  higher  education.  Most  state  policymakers  and  political  leaders  perceive 
performance  funding  programs  to  be  effective.  Some  institutional  officials  believe  the  strategy 
has  built  positive  support  for  increased  funding  while  others  see  only  modest  effects  on  teaching 
and  learning  and  little  systemic  change.  To  the  extent  that  performance  funding  encourages 
campuses  to  undertake  student  assessment  initiatives  or  provides  information  which  might 
improve  instruction,  such  systems  must  be  judged  effective.  The  ultimate  test  is  whether  front- 
line educators  will  embrace  performance  funding  and  use  it  to  make  a  positive  difference  in  our 
college  classrooms. 
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Appendix 
Use  of  Performance  Measures  in  tlie  Budgetary  Process 


Direct  Link 
To  Budget 

Considered,  But  No 
Direct  Linkage 

Not  Used,  But  Plans 
to  Use 

Not  Used,  No  Plans 
to  Use 

Alabama 

• 

Arizona 

• 

Arkansas 

• 

California 

• 

Colorado 

• 

Connecticut 

• 

Delaware 

• 

Florida 

• 

Georgia 

• 

Hawaii 

• 

Idaho 

• 

Illinois 

• 

Indiana 

• 

Iowa 

• 

Kansas 

• 

Kentucky 

• 

Louisiana 

• 

Maine 

• 

Maryland 

• 

Michigan 

• 

Minnesota 

• 

Mississippi 

• 

Missouri 

• 

Montana 

• 

Nebraska 

• 

Nevada 

• 

New  Hampshire 

• 

New  Jersey 

• 

New  Mexico 

• 

New  York 

• 

North  Carolina 

• 

North  Dakota 

• 

Ohio 

• 

Oklahoma 

• 

Oregon 

• 

Pennsylvania 

• 

Rhode  Island 

• 

South  Carolina 

• 

South  Dakota 

• 

Tennessee 

• 

Texas 

• 

Utah 

/ 

Vermont 

• 

Virginia 

• 

Washington 

• 

West  Virginia 

/ 

Wisconsin 

• 

Wyoming 

/ 
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CCSF- 

CHANCELLCRS  CFFICE 

99   D£C-6  PM  2  35 


2000 


(ZcMMIiliUil  C^cUC0C 

/^allcnai  Ac^isLaiioc  ^cminai^ 


Sponsored  /jy  the  Association  oj  Communily  College  'fnistces 
C7  l/te  American  Association  of  Commnnity  Colleges   -^ 


EBRUARY  2 

Vlarriott  Wardman  Park  Hotel     Washington,  DC 


Q  f  he  year  2000  marks  the  turn  of  a  new  millennium,  the  official  start 
Cx  of  the  campaign  for  the  White  House  and  elections  that  will 
determine  the  composition  of  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives  and 
Senate.  These  events  will  bring  new  challenges  as  our  institutions  prepare 
for  a  second  century  of  service  to  communities  across  our  nation.  They  also 
bring  priceless  opportunities  for  advancing  the  Community  College 
National  Agenda. 

How  well  community  colleges  meet  these  challenges  depends  upon  our 
ability  to  advocate  on  behalf  of  our  communities.  With  the  2000  elec- 
tions in  full  swing,  community  college  leaders  will  have  a  tremendous 
opportunity  to  put  the  community  college  agenda  front  and  center  in 
the  presidential  campaigns,  as  well  as  to  continue  the  important  work 
begun  in  the  106th  Congress. 

The  2000  Community  College  National  Legislative  Seminar  affords 
trustees  and  administrators  an  unparalleled  opportunity  to  communi- 
cate directly  with  policymakers.  Through  special,  general,  and  concur- 
rent sessions,  you  will  learn  about  legislative  and  regulatory  issues 
affecting  your  students  and  communities,  as  well  as  gain  access  to  key 
decision  makers  who  oversee  programs  critical  to  your  institutions.  And 
you  will  have  an  opportunity  to  honor  a  Member  of  Congress  who  has 
made  significant  contributions  to  promoting  the  community  college 
mission. 


We  look  forward   to  another  milestone  NLS   and   to  seeing  you  in 
February! 


Sincerely, 


'2^^^^^^^*—^  q^JL^/DfVu^jufiTrxjL 


Carolyn  Williams 
MCC  Chair 


Helen  Newsome 
ACCT  Chair 


'J^i^fi^i^am  -^i^fiU^k^ 


Hear  award-winning  election  analyst  and  political  commentator 
Morton  Kondracke  on  the  race  for  the  WTiite  House  and  its 
impact  on  Congress; 

Visit  Members  of  Congress  on  Capitol  Hill  to  educate  and 
inform  them  about  the  national  community  college  legislative 
agenda; 

Learn  from  Administration  and  Congressional  officials  during 
two  days  of  special,  general,  and  concurrent  policy  sessions  on 
topics  such  as  appropriations  and  budget,  advocacy  education 
issues  and  the  2000  elections,  and  accountabilit)'  and  regulatory 
reform; 

Celebrate  with  peers  at  the  Community  College  Recognition 
Awards  Dinner  and  Entertainment  featuring  Washington's  pre- 
mier political  satire  group.  The  Capitol  Steps. 


2000 


Seminar  at  a  Glance 


^alui^^a\i,  ^ab^iiav\i  26  /Hcn^aii,  ^abi^ua^\i  28 


3:00  P.M.-6:00  P.M. 


Registration 


^tiM^a^,  ^cSyuayif  27 


7:45  A.M.-8:15  A.M. 

8:30a.M.-9:15a.M. 
9:30a..\!.-10:45a.M. 

11:00a.M.-12:00.\OO.\ 
12:15  RM.-2:15  P.M. 
2:30  P.M.-4:00  P.M. 
5:00  RM.-6:00  P.M. 


Session  Evaluators' 

Briefing 

Early  Bird  Sessions 

Community  College 

Priorities 

General  Session 

Luncheon  Session 

General  Session 

Get-Acquainted 

Hour 


Meeting  times  may  change. 


7:00a.M.-8:15a.M. 

8:30a.M.-10:00a..M. 
10:15  A..M.-11  :45  a.m. 
Afternoon 

7:00  RM.-9:30  RM. 

9:30  RM.-l  1:30  RM. 


State  Breakfasts  at 

Hotel 

General  Session 

General  Session 

\  isits  on  Capitol 

Hill 

Recognition  Dinner 

d-  Entertainment 

NLS  2000  Network 


Party  6-  Dance 


Morning 


12:00  NOON-2:00  RM. 


Msits  on  Capitol 

Hill 

Slate  Breakfasts  on 

Capitol  Hill 

Closing  Capitol  Hil 

Limcheons 


OTEL  Registration 

CeMtHMhUi(  CelU^A/^iallenal  Ac^UUllocS^ina*  ♦  FEBRUARY  27-29,  2000 


Deadline:  Januaiy  7,  2000 


\(iinc  (Fri 
Last 

ut) 
Oro-. 

inizadoii 

MI 

First 

(iollejre  or 

Tele|jlioiie 
F.-iiiail 

Fix 

Address 
Street 

Citv 

Stale 

Zip 

.Arrival:  Cheek-iii  3:00  P.M.  Departure:  Check-out  12  NOON 

Room  Fee  (circle  applicable  fee) 
One  King  Bed      Two  Double  Beds 

Payment:  O  Check 

Make  checks  payable  to  Marriott  Wardman  Park  Motel 

Credit  Ciard  No. E\[).  Date 


Single               Double 

Additional 

$166.00             $191.00 

$30.00 

□  Credit  Card 

Signature 


Mail  to:  Marriott  Wardman  Park  Hotel,  2660  Woodley  Road,  NW,  Washington,  DC  20008 

Rlx  to:  202-387-5397  (Credit  Card  Only)  or  call  202-328-2900 

All  Reservations  Miisf  Be  Guaranteed  by  Major  Credit  Card  or  Check. 

If  you  are  a  person  with  a  disability  and  require  auxiliary  aids  services  or  other  accommodations, 

[)lease  describe  Nour  acconutiodation  iieerls  here:   __^ 


Sniokuiii  room:   No 


\ 


es 


.Note:        li)  a\oi(l  {oiiriisinn  ulicn  calliii;;  ihc  lioli  I.  he  sine  lo  tiiciilioii  llit  (.omriiiinil)  (College  National 
Legislative  Sciiiinai.   Kcscrsalioiis  rcecivcl  alter JaiiiiaiA  7  will  he  on  a  s|)ace-a\ailal)le  hasis.  All  reservations 
re(|iiire  one-iiiglit  s  deposit  (iiu  liiding  N..5%  la.\). 


CeniMtinUif  Ccllege  /^atienal  Ae^lslaliot  ^tmlHa* 

February  27-29,  2000    **^ 


Gen^ci^cncc  PciaUs 


The  Marriott  Wardnian  Park  Hotel  will  he 
the  site  of  this  year's  Community  College 
yational  Legislative  Seminar.  Tlie  Marriott 
Wardnian  Park  offers  con\'enient  Metro 
access  to  Capitol  Hill,  museums,  and  mon- 
uments, and  is  a  short  walk  to  the  National 
Zoo.  Participants  will  enjoy  the  hotel's 
proximity  to  the  lively  and  culturally  diverse 
neighborhood  of  Adams  Morgan  and  state- 
ly Connecticut  Avenue,  with  dozens  of 
restaurants  and  shops.  Room  rates  include 
scheduled  shuttles  to  Capitol  Hill. 

Deadline:  January  7,  2000 

Rooms  will  sell  out  before  the  deadline, 
so  send  your  reservation  in  early. 

Please  do  not  reserve  a  room  unless  you 
are  sure  you  will  attend. 

Questions?  Please  call 

202-328-2900  (reser\ations) 


CaftUcL  -Hill  SliUiiLas 

Shutde  buses  will  be  available  benveen  the 
hotel  and  Capitol  Hill  on  Monday  after- 
noon and  on  Tuesday  morning  and  early 
afternoon  through  the  luncheons. 


USAirways  oilers  service  to  IXTs  Reagan 
National  Airport,  BaltimoreAVashington 
International  and  Washington  Dulles 
International.  The  special  fare  includes  a 
5%  discount  off  First  or  Business  Class  and 
any  published  USAirways  Promotional 
round-trip  fare.  A  10%  discount  off  unre- 
stricted coach  fares  will  apply,  with  seven- 
day  advance  reservations  and  ticketing 
required.  Plan  ahead  and  receive  an  addi- 
tional 5%  discount  by  ticketing  60  days  or 
more  prior  to  departure. 

To  obtain  these  discounts,  you  or  your  trav-. 
el  agent  must  call  USAirways  Group  and 
Meeting  Reservation   Office   toll-free  at 
(877)  874-7687,  8  a.m.   to  9:30  P.M. 
Eastern  Time. 
Refer  to  Gold  File  No.  26121259. 

The  Marriott  Wardman  Park  Hotel  is  30 
minutes  from  Reagan  National  Airport  by 
taxi  or  Metro;  and  45-60  minutes  from 
Washington  Dulles  International  and 
BaltimoreAVashington  International  by 
taxi,  fare  approximately  $40. 


^ fecial /Hcal'm^s  anh  doettis 


ACCT  Board  Committees 
Friday,  February  25 

ACCT  Board  of  Directors 
Saturday,  February  26,  9:00  A.M.^:00  P.M. 

Round  Table  Seminar  for  Community  College  Lauyers 
Sunday,  February  27,  4:15  P.M.-5:15  P.M. 

ACCT  Minorit)'  Affairs  Committee 
Sunday,  February  27,  4:15  P.M.-5:15  PM. 

Association  of  Latino  Communit)'  College  Trustees 
Monday,  February  28,  1:30  P.M.-2:30  PM. 

ACCT  Advisory  Committee  of  Presidents 
Monday,  February  28,  4:00  RM.-5:00  PM. 

ACCT  Regional  and  State  Chairs 
Monday,  February  28,  4:00  PM.-5:30  PM. 

Meeting  limes  nun  change. 


NLS  WOO  Network  Party  e>  Dance 

Monday,  February  28  ♦  9:30  RM.-l  1:30  PM. 
Tickets:  $15;  Cash  Bar 

NLS  2000  \vill  host  a  social  networking  part)-  and  dance  following  the 

Recognition  Dinner.  We  will  be  bringing  back  the  highly 

acclaimed  band  that  was  the  talk  of  last  year's  NLS. 

All  NLS  participants  are  invited  to  attend  this 

networking  party  celebrating  the  "spirit"  and 

contributions  of  collaborative 

advocacy  among  community,  -^ 

junior,  and  technical  colleges.  '^y 


I    ^CMlnai^  T^c^isii^aiien 


::£msi^s^ 


Early  Bird  fee  requires  postmark/fax  by  Jamiciry  7,  2000 


.\'ame  (Print) 
Last 


First 


Nickname Guest  Name 

Telephone  Fax 

Title:    Trustee Board  Chair College  President Other 

College  or  Organization 

Address:  Street 

Citv  State 


Zip 


Registration  Packages  (choose  one)  Luncheon  packages  include  tickets  for  Sunday  luncheon,  Monday  dinner,  and 
Tuesday  Captiol  Hill  luncheon.  (Order  tickets  for  guest  below.) 

Democratic  Luncheon  Fk:kage     O  Postmarked  by  January  7,  $435      □After  January  7,  $535  

Republican  Luncheon  ftcbge     □  Postmarked  by  January  7,  $435      O  After  January  7,  $535 
or 

Registration  Fee  (no  tickets)     O  Postmarked  by  January  7,  $315      DAfterJanuary  7,  $415  

If  your  college  board  or  organization  does  not  belong  to  ACCT  or  AACC,  please  add  $150  


Additional  Tickets  You  must  pay  a  Registration  Fee  to  he  eligible  to  purchase  individual  tickets  for  you  or  your  guest. 
Tickets  tnav  not  he  a\3ilal)le  oti  site. 


Fee 


Number  of  Tickets        Subtotal 


General  Session  Liuicheon  (Siuicb)) 

Recognition  Dinner  &  Entertainment  b\  Capitol  Steps  (.Monday) 

Closing  Capitol  Hill  Luncheon 

n  Republican        OR        O  Democratic 
Special  Event 
NLS  2000  Netv>Dric  ftit)  &  Dance  (Cash  Bar)  (Monday) 


$35.00 
$55.00 

$30.00 

$15.00 
TOTAL 


Payment:  D  Check  (payable  to  ACCT) 

Credit  Card  No. 

Signature 


n  Credit  Card  (Visa/MasterCard  onh) 
Exp.  Date 


If  you  are  a  person  with  a  disability  and  require  auxiliary  aid  services  or  other  accommodations, 
please  describe  your  accommodation  needs  here:  


Mail  To:  Association  of  Communit)-  College  Trustees,  1740  N  Street,  NW,  Washington,  DC  20036 
Fax  To:    202-223-1297  (credit  card  only) 

Note:  Be  sure  to  register  in  advance.  An  additional  fee  will  be  charged  for  on-site  registration.  Confirmations 
will  be  mailed  for  registrations  received  through  February  7,  2000.  Confirmations  for  registrations  received  after 
Februar)  7,  2000,  will  be  placed  in  the  registrants'  packets.  Cancellations  must  be  postmarked  by  Jarmary  28, 
2000,  to  receive  a  full  refund.  Full  refund  less  $50  processing  fee:  January  29-February  7.  No  refunds  after 
February  7,  2000.  Refiinds  will  be  issued  following  the  seminar. 


February  27-29,  2000  t  Marriott  Wardman  Park  Hotel,  Washington,  DC 

Oiicslioiis?  (ioiitacl  Slicllcila  Ilohcilsoii.  202-773- 1()()7.  t\l.  V12\  srohciisduUi  (tirLdiY 
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FIGURE  1.  Ten-Year  Trend-Line  of  Aid  Awarded  to 

..  Postsecondary  Students,  1988-89  to  1998-99 
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INTRODUCTION 

Trends  in  Student  Aid  presents  annual  data  on  the  amount  of 
finandal  assistance  —  grants,  loans,  and  work-study  —  avail- 
able to  help  students  pay  for  postsecondary  education.  The 
College  Board  began  this  data  series  15  years  ago  to  track  the 
value  of  such  aid  over  time  from  federal,  state,  and  institu- 
tioncil  sources. 

For  the  second  year  in  a  row,  we  are  releasing  Trends  in  Stu- 
dent Aid  along  with  a  companion  report  entitled  Trends  in 
College  Pricing.  The  latter  presents  data  from  the  College 
Board's  Annual  Survey  of  Colleges  on  undergraduate  charges 
for  tuition,  fees,  room  and  board,  and  other  estin\ated  exjjenses 
of  attending  higher  education  in  the  current  academic  year. 
We  believe  it  makes  sense  to  publish  these  two  survey  re- 
ports together.  One  provides  the  latest  information  on  how 
much  college  "costs,"  the  other  tells  how  much  and  in  what 
form  aid  is  available  to  pay  these  expenses. 


In  both  publications  we  report 
trend  data  in  both  constant  (in- 
flation-adjusted for  1998-99)  and 
current  dollars.  The  inflation  ad- 
justment promotes  accurate 
interpretation  of  trends,  control- 
ling for  the  variable  purchasing 
power  of  the  dollar  over  time. 


The  objective  of  this  report  is  to 
assemble  the  most  complete, 
comparable,  and  reliable  stahs- 
tics  on  student  financial  aid. 

Tables  1  to  10  and  Figures  1  to  9  provide  a  variety  of  data  for 
the  period  1988-89  through  1998-99.  Appendix  tables  A  and 
B  provide  basic  program  statistics  for  all  years  in  our  data- 
base back  to  1963-64,  for  those  who  wish  to  calculate  trends 
over  longer  periods  than  described  in  this  update.  Appendix 
tables  C  and  D  provide  disaggregated  data  for  the  Federal 
Family  Education  Loan  Program  (FFELP)  and  the  Ford  Di- 
rect Student  Loan  Program  (FDSLP). 

To  put  finandal  aid  trends  in  context,  we  also  provide  se- 
lected data  from  Trends  in  College  Pricing,  including  changes 
in  xmdergraduate  tuition  and  fees,  total  costs  of  attendance, 
zrnd  incomes  of  families  most  likely  to  have  children  in  col- 
lege. To  gauge  the  extent  to  which  college  is  becoming  more 
or  less  affordable,  one  must  look  at  all  three  measures  (price, 
family  income,  and  available  aid)  together. 

As  always,  we  continue  to  refine  our  coverage  of  programs 
and  update  previously-reported  statistics  when  better  data 
become  available.  Therefore,  this  update  supercedes  previ- 
ous Trends  in  Student  Aid  publications. 


The  federal  government  provides  the  lion's  share  of  direct 
aid  to  students  as  described  In  this  survey.  Approximately 
three-quarters  of  the  nearly  $64  billion  in  available 
student  aid  during  1 998-99  was  generated  by  federal 
appropriations  or  loan  guarantees.  The  states,  on  the 
other  hand,  provide  a  substantially  larger  share  of 
operating  support  for  institutions  of  higher  education, 
which  is  not  covered  by  this  survey.  Overall,  the  federal 
government  contributes  less  than  1 5  per  cent  of  revenues 
of  colleges  and  universities,  while  state  governments 
contribute  almost  30  percent. 


Limitations  of  the  Data  Collection 

This  survey  covers  only  direct  aid  to  students,  not  the  indi- 
rect subsidies  that  make  it  possible  for  institutions  to  charge 
less  than  the  actual  costs  of  instruction.  State,  federal,  and 
local  appropriations,  as  well  as  private  philanthropy  to  col- 
leges and  universities,  reduce  the  prices  faced  by  students  in 
general.  While  states  are  the  Icirgest  contributor  of  such  indi- 
rect support,  the  federal  government  remains  the  largest  pro- 
vider of  direct  aid  to  help  students  meet  their  out-of-pocket 
expenses,  including  tuition,  fees,  living  costs,  transportation, 
books,  and  supplies. 

The  report  does  not  consistently  separate  assistance  for  gradu- 
ate and  undergraduate  students,  since  the  available  data  are 
not  broken  out  this  way  for  many  sources  and  programs.  Like 
wise,  we  are  unable  to  capture  students'  wages  from  employ- 
ment that  are  not  the  result  of  formal  work-study  programs, 
nor  do  we  attempt  to  estimate  tuition  assistance  that  students 
may  receive  from  their  employers. 


Despite  these  limitations,  the  sur- 
vey covers  virtually  all  federal 
aid  and  the  vast  majority  of  state 
and  institutional  assistance  avail- 
able to  students  in  postsecondary 
education.  The  estimates  for  in- 
stitutional aid  are  necessarily 
broad  approximations,  extrapo- 
lated from  1995-96  IPEDS  data 
from  the  U.S.  Department  of  Edu- 
cation. The  estimates  for  state  aid 
are  also  approximations  based  on 
our  own  survey  of  selected  state 


agendes  and  cross-checking  with 
data  from  the  Natior\al  Assodation  of  State  Scholarship  and 
Grant  Programs. 

Ideally,  we  would  present  statistics  on  aid  cis  well  as  income 
and  costs  of  attendance  by  type  of  institution  (public/private, 
two-year /four-year,  proprietary).  But  data  on  incomes  and 
aid  (unlike  data  on  pricing)  are  not  systematically  available 
by  postsecondary  sector. 

Loan  Trends  and  Coverage 

The  most  prominent  trend  in  student  aid  that  this  survey  has 
tracked  since  the  early  1980s  has  been  the  growing  reliance  on 
borrowing  for  higher  education.  This  trend  has  been  fueled 
largely  by  federal  programs.  The  federal  government  provides 
over  70  percent  of  direct  aid  to  postsecondary  students,  and  al- 
most 60  percent  of  all  aid  is  now  in  the  form  of  loans. 

Starting  three  years  ago,  we  broadened  our  data  collection  by 
adding  an  estimate  of  non-federally  sponsored  borrowing 
through  "alternative"  college  loan  programs.  Private  and  state 
loan  programs  for  students  and  parents  began  to  grow  in  the 
1980s  as  college  prices  outpaced  inflation  and  federal  aid  failed 
to  cover  the  difference.  After  Congress  raised  federal  borrow- 
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ing  ceilings  in  1992,  the  growth  in  demand  for  non-federal 
loans  may  have  leveled  off,  but  our  annua!  poll  of  the  nation's 
largest  non-federal  loan  sponsors  suggests  a  renewed  growth 
in  the  alternative  loan  industry.  For  1998-99,  $2.4  billion  in 
non-federal  loan  volume  was  reported,  up  from  $1.9  billion  a 
year  earlier  and  $1.3  billion  three  years  ago.  This  year's  esti- 
mate includes  approximately  $2  billion  in  private  sector  loans 
and  about  $400  million  in  state-sponsored  borrowing,  financed 
either  by  state  appropriations  or  tax-exempt  bond  issues.  Well 
over  half  of  the  privately-sponsored  loan  volume  is  for  gradu- 
ate students,  while  the  state-sponsored  programs  are  directed 
primarily  to  undergraduates  and  their  families. 

The  above  estimates,  however,  do  not  include  credit  card  fi- 
nancing, conventional  consumer  loans,  or  home  equity  lines 
of  credit.  No  doubt  families  and  students  use  these  forms  of 
credit  for  postsecondary  expenses.  Although  recent  media 
reports  and  research  studies  have  spotlighted  the  growing 
student  use  (and  abuse)  of  credit  card  financing,  there  is  no 
way  even  roughly  to  estimate  the  extent  of  such  residual  bor- 
rowing. Our  estimates  of  non-federal  loan  volume  also  do 
not  include  private  loans  sponsored  by  postsecondary  insti- 
tutions. 

Future  Coverage 

Last  year  we  convened  a  group  of  nationally  recognized  ex- 
perts to  review  this  survey  and  suggest  improvements.  This 
group  helped  us  think  through  some  of  the  conceptual  and 
practical  issues  in  the  data  collection  as  postsecondary  financ- 
ing patterns  grow  more  complex. 

One  issue  that  this  group  addressed  was  the  treatment  of  the 
new  federal  tuition  tax  breaks  created  by  the  Taxpayer  Relief 
Act  of  1997.  These  benefits  took  effect  in  1998,  and  are  esti- 
mated to  cost  the  federal  government  $12-15  billion  in  lost  rev- 
enue annually  once  the  law  is  fuUy  phased  in,  by  the  year  2002. 
The  advisory  group  suggested  the  possibility  of  a  supplemen- 
tary study  on  the  tuition  tax  provisions,  rather  than  attempt- 
ing to  include  them  in  the  annual  data  collection  for  Trends  in 
Student  Aid.  Why?  First,  they  constitute  tax  relief,  not  student 
aid,  and  the  relief  generally  will  come  during  tax  season,  not 
when  tuition  bills  are  due.  Second,  data  on  use  of  the  tax  provi- 
sions are  not  likely  to  be  timely  or  easily  accessible.  While  Trends 
in  Student  Aid  presents  data  on  assistance  available  during  the 
most  recently  completed  academic  year,  the  IRS  may  not  be 
able  to  provide  data  on  use  of  the  tax  breaks  until  two  or  three 
years  after  a  given  tax  year — if  at  all.  We  await  more  informa- 
tion from  both  the  IRS  and  the  Department  of  Education  be- 
fore deciding  whether  and  how  to  include  tuition-tax  benefits 
in  future  editions  of  this  survey. 

I  As  always,  we  welcome  reader  comments  and  suggestions 

,  on  ways  to  broaden  the  coverage  and  increase  the  usefulness 

,  of  the  Trends  in  Student  Aid  data  series.  Visit  College  Board 

Online  at  www.collegeboard.org  for  an  electronic  version  of 

this  document,  the  companion  Trends  in  College  Pricing,  and 

additional  supporting  tables  for  both  publications. 


Thanks  to  all  those  involved  in  the  data  collection  and  review 
for  this  publication,  including  College  Board  staff,  state  agency 
and  special-aid  program  contacts,  as  well  as  the  many  experts 
from  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education.  We  wish  to  offer  spe- 
cial thanks  to  Maria  Rojtman  and  Dan  Madzelan  at  the  Policy, 
Budget,  and  Analysis  unit  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Educa- 
tion for  their  invaluable  expertise  and  support. 


Whatk  Covered  in  This  Survey 


Grants,  loans,  and  work-study  assistance 
explicitly  intended  to  help  students  and 
families  meet  their  out-of-pocket  expenses  for 
postsecondary  education.  Including  tuition, 
fees,  living  costs,  transportation,  books,  and 
supplies. 

Virtually  all  such  federal  aid  and  the  vast 
majority  of  state  and  Institutional  assistance 
available  to  students  pursuing  postsecondary 
education. 


VWiat's  IVot 


Indirect  subsidies,  especially  state  operating 
support  for  public  higher  education,  that 
make  it  possible  for  institutions  to  charge  less 
than  the  actual  costs  of  instruction. 

Student  wages  that  are  not  the  result  of 
formal  work-study  programs. 

Employer-paid  tuition  assistance. 

Use  of  credit  card  debt,  consumer  loans,  or 
home  equity  lines  of  credit  to  finance 
postsecondary  expenses. 

Tax  incentives  that  benefit  students  and 
parents  in  saving  and  paying  for  higher 
education. 


What's  New  | 

#  New  tabular  and  graphic  information  includes 
need-  vs.  non-need  aid  and  aid  per  FTE  (Full- 
Tlme  Equivalent  student). 

#  Annual  federal-aid  budget  outlays  for  loan 
programs  from  fiscal  year  1 989. 


TRENDS  online! 

This  report  is  downloadable  in  PDF 
format  on  College  Board  Online, 
complete  with  additional  tables  not 
provided  in  this  print  version. 
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Available  student  aid  topped  $64  billion  in  1998-99,  an  increase  of  four  percent  over  the  preceding  year 
after  adjusting  for  inflation.  (Tables  1  and  2;  Figure  1) 

Over  the  past  decade,  total  aid  has  increased  approximately  85  percent  in  constant  dollars.  However,  the 
growing  reliance  on  loan  programs  was  responsible  for  two  thirds  of  this  increase.  (Tables  1  and  2;  Figure  1) 

Loan  aid  has  more  than  doubled  (108  percent)  during  the  past  decade  in  constant  dollars,  compared  to  a 
two-thirds  increase  for  grant  aid  (63  percent).  In  the  past  two  years,  grants  have  increased  slightly  as  a 
proportion  of  all  aid,  but  loans  still  comprise  58  percent  of  the  total,  compared  to  47  percent  in  1992-93 
and  41  percent  in  1980-81.  Over  the  past  quarter  century,  federal  student  aid  has  drifted  from  a  grant- 
based  to  a  loan-based  system,  producing  a  sea  change  in  the  way  many  students  and  families  finance 
postsecondary  education.  (Table  6;  Figure  5) 

Student  use  of  the  unsubsidized  loan  option,  introduced  in  1992-93  and  available  to  students  regardless 
of  need,  continues  to  grow  at  significant  rates  compared  to  the  subsidized  loan  program.  The  latter  is 
subsidized  in  that  the  government  pays  the  interest  while  borrowers  are  enrolled,  while  for  unsubsidized 
loans,  in-school  interest  charges  are  added  to  the  borrower's  total  cost.  Unsubsidized  borrowing,  by 
students  (Stafford  Unsubsidized)  as  well  as  parents  (PLUS),  now  accounts  for  more  than  $15  billion,  or  45 
percent  of  federal  education  loan  volume.  (Tables  1,  2,  and  4b;  Figure  4) 

The  Ford  Direct  Student  Loan  Program  (FDSLP),  in  which  students  borrow  directly  from  the  federal 
government  through  the  institutions  they  attend,  competes  with  the  Federal  Family  Education  Loan 
Program  (FFELP),  in  which  students  may  choose  to  receive  their  loans  from  private  lenders  guaranteed 
by  the  government.  Over  the  past  two  years,  the  FDSLP's  share  of  total  loan  volume  has  leveled  off  at 
about  one  third.  (Tables  1,  2;  Appendix  C/D) 

Adjusted  for  inflation,  borrowing  through  the  federal  Parent  Loans  to  Undergraduate  Students  (PLUS) 
program  rose  6  percent  in  1998-99.  Since  1992-93,  PLUS  volume  has  more  than  doubled,  and  the 
average  PLUS  loan  amount  has  increased  more  than  70  percent,  from  $3,806  to  $6,469,  adjusted  for 
inflation.  (Tables  2  and  4b) 

Non-federal  borrowing  totaled  $2.4  billion  in  1998-99,  up  25  percent  over  the  previous  year.  While  the 
amount  of  non-federal  borrowing  is  small  compared  to  the  $35  billion  in  federal  education  loans,  consis- 
tently large  increases  over  the  past  three  years  reflect  a  growing  interest  in  and  reliance  on  alternative 
methods  of  paying  for  college.  (Tables  1  and  2;  Figure  2) 


FIGURE  2.  Estimated  Student  Aid  by  Source  for  Academic  Year  1998-99 
(Current  Dollars  in  Billions) 
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Pell  Grants 


State  Grant 
Programs 


Recent  increases  in  Pell  Grant  appropriations  have  helped  to  stabilize  the  overall  loan-grant  balance 
in  the  aid  system.  In  1998-99,  the  average  Pell  award  was  $1,869,  up  $150  from  the  previous  year  (in 
constant  dollars),  and  140,000  additional  students  received  a  grant.  Yet  the  maximum  Pell,  at  $3,000  in 
1998-99  ($3,125  in  1999-2000),  remains  far  below  the  purchasing  power  it  had  two  decades  ago. 
Originally  designed  as  the  foundation  for  student  aid  packaging,  the  Pell  Grant  now  manages  to  cover 
slightly  over  one-third  the  average  cost  of  attendance  at  a  four-year  public  college  and  one-seventh  that 
of  a  private  four-year  college.  (Tables  4a  and  7;  Figure  6) 

While  providing  only  6  percent  of  total  student  aid,  state  grant  funding  has  increased  by  65  percent  over 
the  past  10  years  after  adjusting  for  inflation.  Federal  matching  through  the  LEAP  (Leveraging  Educa- 
tional Assistance  Partnerships;  formerly  SSIG)  program,  cut  by  half  in  1996-97  and  partially  restored 
in  1997-98,  was  again  cut  by  half  in  1998-99.  (Tables  1  and  2;  Figure  2) 


Institutional  Aid 


Affordability  Gaps 


Since  1988-89,  the  estimated  amount  of  institutional  aid  has  more  than  doubled  in  constant-dollar  value, 
helping  to  compensate  for  declining  federal  grant  support.   (Table  1  and  2;  Figure  2) 

Tuition  increases  have  outpaced  growth  in  personal  and  family  income  during  the  1980s  and  1990s.  While 
inflation-adjusted  tuition  was  essentially  flat  in  the  1970s,  average  tuition  at  both  public  and  private  four- 
year  institutions  more  than  doubled  from  1980  to  1998.  At  the  same  time,  median  income  for  families 
most  likely  to  have  children  in  college  (parents  aged  45-54)  has  been  relatively  stagnant,  rising  22  percent 
since  1980.  Median  family  income,  however,  tells  only  part  of  the  story,  because  incomes  have  grown 
steadily  less  equal  during  the  1980s  and  1990s.  The  share  of  family  income  required  to  pay  college  costs 
has  increased  for  many  families,  but  it  has  gone  up  the  most  for  those  on  the  bottom  rungs  of  the  eco- 
nomic ladder.  (Table  3;  Figure  3;  see  also  Trends  in  College  Pricing  1999) 


Over  this  same  period,  1980-1998,  aid  per  full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  student  has  increased  in  total  value 
but  not  kept  pace  with  growth  in  tuition  levels.  Looking  at  the  10-year  period,  1988-98,  growth  in  aid  per 
FTE  exceeded  growth  in  tuition.  However,  this  growth  in  aid  has  come  largely  in  the  form  of  loar\s. 
(Table  8;  Figure  7) 


Need  vs. 
Non-Need  Aid 


The  proportion  of  federal  aid  that  is  awarded  on  the  basis  of  need  has  been  declining  since  the  mid-1980s, 
primarily  because  of  the  growth  in  unsubsidized,  non-need  based  borrowing.  While  need-based  assis- 
tance accounted  for  about  80  percent  of  all  federal  aid  a  decade  ago,  it  now  accounts  for  less  than  two 
thirds.  (Table  9;  Figure  8) 


FIGURE  3.  Inflation-Adjusted  Changes  in  Tuition,  Family  Income,  and 
Student  Aid,  1988-89  to  1998-99  and  1980-81  to  1998-99 
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Table  1 

Aid  Awarded  to  Postsecondary  Students  in  Current  Dollars  (in  Millions), 

1988-89  to  1998-99 


Academic  Year 

1 

Estimated 

Preliminary 

S988-89 

?Si'^9^  ^9§0^rj&991-92 

i^^^2W^yi9^mm99$^?m99^i 

Sg^^ 

^S3^ 

jmi^ 

M^j^m:  -    % 

4,476 

4,778 

4,935 

5,793 

6,176 

5,654 

5,519 

5,472 

5,780 

6,331 

7,242 

"msi--^    ■  ■         •:-> 

408 

437 

458 

520 

580 

583 

583 

583 

583 

583 

614 

^i^         r]:: 

72 

71 

59 

62 

71 

72 

72 

64 

32 

50 

25 

625 

663 

728 

760 

780 

771 

757 

764 

776 

906 

1,002 

874 

903 

870 

868 

892 

919 

971 

1,029 

1,022 

1,062 

1,058 

,  ■  rtGsiilitiKijialiTT^ 

5 

6 

6 

5 

5 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

'  ^i^Jt^f^^i^^\t:,       ;;i-f 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

1,790 

8,303 

9,838 

10,848 

11,021 

■;.':^1 5-:5  fr  fr^ftpIn'Tj;)); ; 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

(1,117) 

(5,029) 

(5,751) 

(6,085) 

(6,039) 

■i^^miji^^jiMi 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

(493) 

(2,482) 

(3,145) 

(3,672) 

(3,775) 

■  ;ifem';  •.;.■■;,■,/',• 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

(180) 

(792) 

(942) 

(1,092) 

(1,208) 

1  :|ftiji  fyVii^'lfeii  (((iTi  lU  j;:^jf : 

11,985 

12,151 

12,669 

13,993 

14,914 

21,177 

22,941 

19,209 

20,729 

21,891 

22,643 

mr:iri\p:i-i^it.)M-_ 

(9,319) 

(9,508)  (10,002)  (10,805)  (10,937)  (14,155)  (14,295)  (11,393)  (11,815)  (11,894)  (11,969) 

.  t « tjmft- <tiHi^Vl>'J  faXtOilj 

(2,015) 

(1,835) 

(1,710) 

(2,022) 

(323) 
(2,375) 

(2,024) 
(3,469) 

(6,954) 
(32) 

(6,221) 

(7,124) 

(7,946) 

(8,484) 

■^H'' '      :  ^'rk 

- 

tpHfihi,              ''vi 

(651) 

(808) 

(957) 

(1,165) 

(1,279) 

(1,529) 

(1,659) 

(1,595) 

(1,789) 

(2,051) 

(2,190) 

18,445 

19,009 

19,725 

22,000 

23,417 

29,176 

32,634 

35,423 

38,760 

41,672 

43,605 

724 

790 

679 

876 

1,037 

1,192 

1,256 

1,303 

1,279 

1347 

1,481 

■  jii^->^    ■  ;■* 

341 

364 

369 

394 

393 

405 

419 

438 

455 

463 

484 

•■eJJtl^P;^?^  •      '   .:^ 

102 

110 

118 

160 

162 

167 

241 

230 

234 

261 

290 

332 
1,498 

355 
1,620 

345 
1,510 

367 
1,796 

411 

456 
2,221 

404 
2,320 

325 
2,295 

274 
2,243 

210 
2,279 

110 

2,003 

2,365 

19,943 

20,628 

21,235 

23,796 

25,421 

31,397 

34,954 

37,719 

41,002 

43,952 

45,970 

1,581        1,719        1,860        1,968        2,125       2,374       2,773       3,000  3,163  3,319  3,528 

-  1,234  1,657  1,924  2,417 
(224)  (293)  (353)  (438) 

-  (1,010)  (1,365)  (1,571)  (1,979) 


3,978       4,951       5,761       6,329       7,091       7,839       8,660       9,437     10,283     11,205      12,209 


25,502     27,298     28,856     32,092     34,637     41,611     46,387     51,389     56,106     60,399     64,124 
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Table  2 

Aid  Awarded  to  Postsecondary  Students  in  Constant  Dollars  (in  Millions), 

1988-89  to  1998-99 


6,071 

554 

98 

848 

1,185 

7 


6,186 

566 

92 

859 

1,169 

7 


6,059 

562 

72 

894 

1,069 

7 


6,890 

618 

74 

904 

1,032 


7,124 

669 

82 

900 

1,029 

6 


6,358 

656 

81 

867 

1,033 


6,033 

637 

79 

828 

1,061 


'>.'iy.<«,>!iLr'  •■''. 


^ri^^-^JrJ'<  ':f-^\!-?J\}j^P: 


16,258  15,732  15,553  16,645  17,203 
(12,642)  (12,310)  (12,279)  (12,853)  (12,616) 

(372) 

(2,733)  (2,375)  (2,100)  (2,405)  (2,739) 
(883)  (1,047)  (1,174)  (1,386)  (1,475) 


-  1,957 

-  (1,221) 

-  (539) 

-  (196) 
23,810  25,075 

(15,915)  (15,625)  (12,123)  (12,224) 

(2,276)  (7,601)  (6,619)  (7,370) 

(3,901)  (35) 

(1,719)  (1,814)  (1,697)  (1,851) 


25,021  24,611  24,215  26,169  27,011  32,805  35,669  37,693  40,099 


'-'iry 

982 

1,023 

834 

1,042 

1,196 

1,341 

1,372 

1,386 

1,323 

1,369 

1,481 

462 

472 

453 

468 

453 

455 

458 

466 

471 

470 

484 

- 

138 

142 

144 

190 

187 

188 

264 

245 

242 

265 

290 

450 

460 

423 

436 
2,136 

474 

513 
2,497 

442 
2,536 

346 
2,442 

283 
2,320 

213 
2,317 

no 

2,032 

2,097 

1,854 

2,311 

2,365 

8,835 
(5,352) 
(2,641) 

(843) 
20,439 


V'O^:^'. 


27,053  26,708  26,069  28,305  29,322  35,302  38,205  40,136  42,419  44,674  45,970  t '69^^; 


2,144 


2,226       2,283       2,341       2,452       2,670       3,031       3,192       3,273       3,374 .     3,528  ^'\ 

m 

-  1,313       1,714       1,956       2,417 
(238)       (303)       (359)       (438) 

-  (1,075)  (1,412)  (1,597)  (1,979) 


;^*M?iCpfei<iD 


5,397   6,411   7,073   7,528   8,179   8,814   9,466  10,041  10,638  11,389  12,209 


34,594  35,344  35,425  38,174  39,953  46,786  50,702  54,681  58,044  61,392  64,124 
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Table  3 

Average  Tuition  and  Fee  Charges,  Cost  of  Attendance,  and  Selected  Income 

Measures,  in  Current  and  Constant  Dollars,  1988-89  to  1998-99 


Tuition  and  Fees 


Current  Dollars 


,. --.vvvT-         .^.'WK-  i^H^iX^ 


1988-89 

7,693 

4,564 

1,566 

767 

1989-90 

8,737 

4,713 

1,694 

842 

1990-91 

9,391 

5,003 

1,809 

884 

1991-92 

10,017 

5,290 

2,137 

1,022 

1992-93 

10,498 

5,621 

2,315 

1,292 

1993-94 

11,025 

6,175 

2,527 

1,229 

1994-95 

11,709 

6,511 

2,686 

1,298 

1995-96 

12,432 

6,350 

2,860 

1,387 

1996-97 

12,823 

6,673 

2,966 

1,394 

1997-98 

13,664 

6,855 

3,111 

1,501 

1998-99 

14,709 

6,940 

3,247 

1,554 

lO-yr  %  Change 

Constant  Dollars 


j^^mi3^i: 


■RaDxti^t^  mm 


i^CjU'lBw  wo^Tear  ^qTO'Otu^ear  .Mrwptiear^ 


10,436 
11,312 
11,529 
11,915 
12,109 
12,396 
12,798 
13,229 
13,266 
13,889 
14,709 


6,191 
6,102 
6,142 
6,293 
6,484 
6,943 
7,117 
6,757 
6,904 
6,968 
6,940 


2,124 
2,193 
2,221 
2,542 
2,670 
2,841 
2,936 
3,043 
3,069 
3,162 
3,247 


1,040 
1,090 
1,085 
1,216 
1,490 
1,382 
1,419 
1,476 
1,442 
1,526 
1,554 


m^-::-'^m-^m 


Cost  of  Attendance 


Current  Dollars 


Constant  Dollars 


HEowSearwf w6  Ye^^ 

^^m 

1988-89 

11,330 

7,627 

4,445 

15,369 

10,346 

6,030 

1989-90 

12,635 

7,971 

4,733 

16,359 

10,320 

6,128 

1990-91 

13,544 

8,484 

4,970 

16,627 

10,415 

6,101 

1991-92 

14,403 

9,024 

5,488 

17,132 

10,734 

6,528 

1992-93 

15,073 

9,371 

5,841 

17,386 

10,809 

6,737 

1993-94 

15,818 

10,155 

6,207 

17,785 

11,418 

6,979 

1994-95 

16,685 

10,551 

6,512 

18,237 

11,533 

7,118 

1995-96 

17,631 

10,593 

6,823 

18,761 

11,272 

7,260 

1996-97 

18,184 

10,904 

7,118 

18,812 

11,281 

7,364 

1997-98 

19,213 

11,398 

7,472 

19,529 

11,585 

7,595 

1998-99 

20,463 

11,313 

7,769 

lO-yr  %  Clange 

20,463 

11,313 

7,769 

1    .  ■  m^. 

■. ->>*:v  -'"On^  :■' 

^^y    \ 

Personal  &  Family  income  Measures 


Current  Dollars 


^^}^i'ti>:rj^^:-,-mi^m 


^f^ifVr;*- 


Constant  Dollars 

^•mm.  ^mmr  ^>m^: 

^^mi 

1988-89 

14,905 

32,191 

42,192 

27,225 

20,219 

43,668 

57,235 

36,931 

1989-90 

15,789 

34,213 

46,101 

28,906 

20,443 

44,297 

59,689 

37,426 

1990-91 

16,721 

35,353 

47,164 

29,943 

20,527 

43,400 

57,900 

36,759 

1991-92 

17,242 

35,939 

49,606 

30,127 

20,510 

42,750 

59,007 

35,836 

1992-93 

18,113 

36,812 

50,079 

30,636 

20,893 

42,462 

57,765 

35,338 

1993-94 

18,706 

36,959 

52,034 

31,241 

21,032 

41,555 

58,505 

35,126 

1994-95 

19,381 

38,752 

54,379 

32,264 

21,184 

42,357 

59,438 

35,265 

1995-96 

20,349 

40,611 

55,029 

34,076 

21,653 

43,213 

58,555 

36,260 

1996-97 

20,840 

42,300 

57,161 

35,492 

21,560 

43,762 

59,136 

36,719 

1997-98 

21,663 

44,568 

59,959 

37,005 

22,019 

45,301 

60,944 

37,613 

1998-99 

22,304 

46,958 

62,894 

38,582 

W-yr  %  Change 

22,304 

46,958 

62,894 

38,582 
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Table  4a 

Number  of  Recipients  and  Aid  Per  Recipient  for  Pell  Grant,  LEAP, 

and  Campus-Based  Programs  in  Current  and  Constant  Dollars,  1988-89  to  1998-99 


Academic  Year 


Estimated 


5i%2^  •m^w?9mw95:9m96w^m^mm 


] Federal  SEGG  Program  i^j^.vj^l98g^89  cl9g?-9Q U99.0r^SmWimiA992-93-<l993-9i 3il994-95 ,..  1995796 .,1996-97.^1997tS 

Recipients  (000)                            679         728         761         881         976      1,068      1,057      1,083      1,191      1,116  1,109 

Aid  Per  Recipient                          602         601         602         590         594        546         551         538         489         523  553 

Aid  Per  Recipient  (Constant)         816         778         739         701         685         614         603         573         506         531  553 


1 0-year 


Recipients  (000) 

3,198 

3,322 

3,405 

3,781 

4,177 

3,743 

3,675 

3,612 

3,601 

3,733 

3,874  m^m 

Aid  Per  Recipient 

1,399 

1,438 

1,449 

1,532 

1,479 

1,511 

1,502 

1,515 

1,605 

1,696 

1,869     hHbH 

Aid  Per  Recipient  (Constant) 

1,898 

1,862 

1,779 

1,822 

1,705 

1,699 

1,642 

1,612 

1,661 

1,724 

,,869  m 

fmS;flrbgrStTj^fPl^^'l^ft988^89^^ 

Recipients  (OOO;  673  677  687  697  714  712  701  702  691         746         892 

Aid  Per  Recipient  930  980  1,059  1,090  1,092  1,084  1,081  1,087  1,123      1,215      1,123 

Aid  Per  Recipient  (Constant)  1,261  1,269  1,300  1,296  1,259  1,218  1,181  1,157  1,162      1,235      1,123 

Recipients  (000)  692  696  660  654  669  685  663  688  674 

Aid  Per  Recipient  1,263  1,297  1,318  1,326  1,333  1,342  1,464  1,496  1,515 

Aid  Per  Recipient  (Constant)  1,713  1,679  1,618  1,578  1,538  1,508  1,600  1,592  1,568 


679  698 
1,564  1,516 
1,589      1,516 


yState.Grant  and  LEAP,>>.^v.  -1988-89   1989-90  .1990-91  ia991'92 '::i992-93   1993-94  *19?4-95   1995-96  ;l996-97  i;i997c58B998:99 


Recipients  (000)  1,571      1,605      1,673      1,652      1,739      1,859      1,552      1,577      1,726      1,819      N/A 

Aid  Per  Recipient  1,052      1,115      1,147      1,229      1,263      1,316      1,834      1,943      1,851       1,852      N/A 

Aid  Per  Recipient  (Constant)      1,427      1,444      1,408      1,462      1,457      1,480      2,005      2,067      1,915      1,883      N/A 
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Table  4b 

Number  of  Borrowers,  Loans,  and  Recipients  and  Average  Loan  Amount  for  FFEL 

and  FDSL  in  Current  and  Constant  Dollars,  1988-89  to  1998-99 


Stafford  Subsidized 


Academic  Year 


••^'^''''''1988-89    1989-90   1990-9r"i991-92    1992-93    1993^94    1994-95    1995-96   1996-97   1997-98 


Estimated 

1998-99 


%  Change 


#  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Loans  (000)  3,626 
Avg.  Loan  2,570 
Avg.  Loan  (Constant)  3,486 


3,619 
2,627 
3,402 


3,689 
2,712 
3,329 


3,889 
2,778 
3,305 


3,883 
2,817 
3,249 


3,641 
4,433 
3,193 
3,590 


3,836  4,041 

4,544  4,741 

3,392  3,464 

3,708  3,686 


4,298  4,387 

5,037  5,139 

3,487  3,498 

3,608  3,556 


"St'Sf orB  UnsuFsidizea"^^^?^ ' '' 1988'^^^ 


Estimated 


^1990-91  =1991-92    1992-93    1993-94    1994-95    1995-96    1996-97   1997-98    1998-99 


XOiange 


#  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Loans  (000) 
Avg.  Loan 

Avg.  Loan  (Constant) 

plUs'-^t-t'— ;: 


159 
2,035 
2,348 


665 

742 

2,730 

3,069 


1,774  2,058 

2,094  2,437 

3,556  3,570 

3,886  3,799 


2,373  2,586 

2,808  3,060 

3,657  3,797 

3,783  3,859 


1988-89    1989-90  "1990-91    1991-92    1992-93    1993-94    1994-95    1995-96    1996-97    1997-98 


2,666 
3,154 
3,886 
3,886 

Estimated 

1998-99 


%  Change 


#  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Loans  (000) 
Avg.  Loan 

Avg.  Loan  (Constant) 


284  307  371 

212         257         298         356         388         337  353  420 

3,075      3,140      3,213      3,270      3,300      4,535  5,215  5,683 

4,171       4,066      3,945      3,889      3,806      5,099  5,700  6,047 


SL'S'^f^^?  ""T'    'T?5:^r{- 1988-89  1989-90"  1990^^  1992-93    1993-94    "1994-95    1995-96    1996-97    1997-98 


%  Change 


#  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Loans  (000) 
Avg.  Loan 

Avg.  Loan  (Constant) 

Consolidated    "'"^ 


- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

757 

10 

757 

670 

601 

690 

761 

882 

10 

2,662 

2,738  , 

2,847 

2,932 

3,120 

3,931 

3,337 

3,611 

3,544 

3,495 

3,488 

3,598 

4,420 

3,648 

1988-89    1989-90    1990-91    1991-92    1992-93    1993-94    1994-95    1995-96    1996-97   1997-98 


Estimated 

1998-99 


%  Change 


#  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Loans  (000) 
Avg.  Loan 

Avg.  Loan  (Constant) 


103  205         361  301  297 

107  207         365  304  300 

18,194  16,798  14,583  18,036  19,020 

20,457  18,361  15,517  18,659  19,332 


fTotal/'not  incl.  ConsolidaTed' 1988-89'  ^1989-90  3990-?^^^^  1991-92    1992-93  tl993-94  1994-95' 1995-96    1996-97    1997-98 


571 

577 

18,807 

18,807 

Estimated 

1998-99 


%amige 


#  Student  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Parent  BorrowersCOOOj 

#  Total  Undup.  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Loans  (000) 
Avg.  Loan 

Avg.  Loan  (Constant) 


ST6tal7mci.CorSblidate2r'r^l988-^^  1996^97   1997-98 


XChmgt 


#  Student  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Parent  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Consolidated  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Total  Undup.  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Loans   (000) 
Avg.  Loan 

Avg.  Loan  (Constant) 
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Table  5 

Percentage  Distribution  of  Aid  from  the  Federal  Pell,  Campus-Based,  Stafford  Loan 

and  PLUS  Programs  by  Type  of  Institution,  1987-88  to  1997-98 


Academic  Year 


Estimated  10-year 

Pell  Grant  '  1987-88  1988-89^'l989^0"ui990-9ri991-92  1992-93:f993-94  1994-95  1995-96  1996-9^^ 


Public  Institutions 

53.3 

55.3 

56.9 

58.1 

59.8 

62.0 

65.9 

67.8 

68.7 

69.0 

69.2 

^^M 

Two- Year 

(18.5) 

(19.7) 

(21.1) 

(22.6) 

(24.3) 

(25.7) 

(30.0) 

(32.7) 

(32.7) 

(33.0) 

(32.8) 

^ra 

Four- Year 

(34.8) 

(35.6) 

(35.8) 

(35.5) 

(35.5) 

(36.3) 

(35.9) 

(35.1) 

(36.0) 

(36.0) 

(36.4) 

^^M 

Private  Institutions 

20.1 

26.6 

20.2 

24.5 

20.0 
23.1 

19.8 
22.1 

19.6 

20.7 

19.5 
18.5 

18.8 
15.3 

19.0 
13.2 

18.8 
12.5 

18.5 
12.5 

18.6 

12.2 

100.0 

Estimated 

^^P 

Proprietary  Institutions 

m 

Total 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

^e^i 

Campus-Based  Programs 

1987-88 

1988-89 

1989-90 

1990-91 

1991-92 

1992-93 

1993-94 

1994-95 

1995-96 

1996-97 

1997-98 

%  Change 

Public  Institutions 

50.8 
(9.0) 

51.1 
(8.9) 

50.3 
(8.8) 

50.0 
(9.2) 

49.5 
(9.3) 

49.1 
(9.7) 

49.6 
(9.6) 

50.1 
(9.7) 

50.4 
(9.6) 

50.8 
(9.8) 

50.6 
(9.9) 

W^^-zM 

Two-Year 

mm 

Four- Year 

(41.8) 

(42.1) 

(41.4) 

(40.8) 

(40.2) 

(39.4) 

(40.0) 

(40.4) 

(40.9) 

(41.1) 

(40.7) 

"m^ 

Private  Institutions 

43.4 

43.8 

44.3 

44.7 

45.0 

45.5 

45.3 

45.5 

45.6 

45.1 

45.5 

:-^;m.; 

Proprietary  Institutions 

5.8 
100.0 

5.2 
100.0 

5.4 
100.0 

5.2 
100.0 

5.5 
100.0 

5.5 
100.0 

5.1 
100.0 

4.4 

4.0 
100.0 

4.1 

3.9 

■^cM: 

Total 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

Estimated 

ns^^ 

Si^mASnhijo^^:'0^%19i7WA9S?i-S9  1989-90  499b^m991^2  1992-93' 1993-94199^^  %  change 


Public  Institutions 

38.0 

37.9 

41.0 

45.9 

48.3 

52.5 

52.0 

52.0 

53.3 

54.0 

53.8 

1^^ 

Two- Year 

(5.6) 

(32.4) 

(5.5) 

(32.4) 

(5.6) 

(35.4) 

(6.3) 

(39.6) 

(6.4) 
(41.9) 

(6.3) 
(46.2) 

(6.1) 
(45.9) 

(5.9) 
(46.1) 

(6.0) 
(47.3) 

(6.0) 
(48.0) 

(5.9) 
(47.9) 

Bu^ 

Four-Year 

Private  Institutions 

35.1 

34.4 

35.9 

37.3 

38.0 

37.6 

38.4 

39.1 

38.4 

37.5 

37.6 

■\'.'^7 

Proprietary  Institutions 

26.9 

27.7 

23.1 

16.8 

13.7 

9.9 

9.5 

8.9 

8.3 

8.5 

8.5 

■■■  ^X3i»  ■■ 

Total 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

^  Stafford  Unsub  Loans 


Estimated 

1987-88"  i9"88-89  1989-90  '^199^0^91'  1991-92'  199f-93'''1993-94  1994-95  1995-96  "^  1996-97'l997-98 


%  Change   \ 


Public  Institutions 

Two- Year 

Four- Year 
Private  Institutions 
Proprietary  Institutions 
Total 


66.3 

(6.7) 

(59.6) 

29.0 

4.7 


40.4 
(4.3) 
(36.1) 
45.7 
13.9 


44.4 
(4.9) 
(39.6) 
42.8 
12.8 


100.0        100.0        100.0 


46.7 
(5.2) 

(41.4) 
41.8 
11.6 

100.0 


47.2 
(5.1) 
(42.1) 
41.3 
11.5 


47.4 
(5.1) 
(42,3) 
41.4 
•11.2 


■7m 


100.0       100.0 


PLUS  Loans 


'1987-88  1988-89  1989-90  199^91 1991-92 '1992-93  ^19^5^94  1994-9^  1995^96  T996-"97' 1997-98    %au,ng. 


Public  Institutior\s 

Two- Year 

Four- Year 
Private  Institutions 
Proprietary  Institutions 
Total 


100.0       100.0       100.0       100.0       100.0 


100.0 


Table  6 

Grant,  Loan,  and  Work-Study  Funding  in  Current  and  Constant  Dollars 

(in  millions)  and  as  a  Percentage  of  Total  Aid,  1988-89  to  1998-99 


Current  Dollars 


Grants 
Loans 
Work 
Total 


11,681 

13,221 

14,239 

16,100 

17,635 

18,288 

19,523 

20,525 

21,810 

23,558 

25,874 

13,195 

13,414 

13,890 

15,232 

16,222 

22,551 

26,106 

30,099 

33,520 

35,935 

37,248 

625 

663 

728 

760 

780 

771 

757 

764 

776 

906 

1,002 

25,502       27,298      28,856      32,092       34,637      41,611       46,387      51,389       56,106      60,399      64,124 


Grants 
Loans 
Work 
Total 


Grants 
Loans 
Work 
Total 


Constant  Dollars 


Eilim,ileil 


IO-y,-<ir 


15,846   17,117   17,480   19,151   20,342   20,563   21,340   21,841   22,564   23,945   25,874 

17,900   17,368   17,051   18,119   18,711   25,356   28,535   32,028   34,678   36,525   37,248 

848     859     894     904     900     867     828     813     803     921    1,002 


34,594   35,344   35,425   38,174   39,953   46,786   50,702   54,681   58,044   61,392   64,124 


Percentage 


Eilint,ili:l 


^9^8ll^W98§^6'f^9g81J!reri^^^^ 


46%  48% 

52%  49% 

2%  2% 


100%        100% 


100%        100% 


100% 


J{)  vciir 


FIGURE  5.  Percent  Share  of  Grants  vs.  Loans,  1980-81  to  1998-99 
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Table  7 

Description  of  Federal  Pell  Grant  Awards  in  Current  and  Constant  Dollars, 

1973-74  to  1998-99 


College 
^  Board 


1973-74 

1974-75 

1975-76 

1976-77 

1977-78 

1978-79 

1979-80 

1980-81 

1981-82 

1982-83 

1983-84 

1984-85 

1985-86 

1986-87 

1987-88 

1988-89 

1989-90 

1990-91 

1991-92 

1992-93 

1993-94 

1994-95 

1995-96 

1996-97 

1997-98 

1998-99 


ISife5RSL__ 

y.'gtwaifc;^ 

>^fllK'4»A^ 

^Myfc.w>.^ 

mBi 

H| 

1^^^ 

l^^^miioi^r^ 

scmntwrn^mi 

1SJ^^I^iM@36iSES9 

mfsmam^^^ 

i 

fin  thousands) 

48             177 

1400 

5,208 

452 

j     1,681 

50 

186 

■  50  ; 

176 

13.3 

358         1,209 

1400 

4,725 

1,050 

1     3,543 

50 

169 

50  ' 

567 

21.9 

926         2,837 

j 

1400 

4,290 

1,400 

i     4,290 

200 

613 

50 

1,217 

29.8 

1,475    !     4,256 

1 

1400 

4,038 

1,400 

1     4,038 

i 

200 

577 

50 

1,944 

38.3 

1,524 

4,142 

1800 

4,892 

1,400 

1     3,805 

200 

544 

50 

2,011 

38.5 

1,541 

3,907 

1800 

4,563 

1,600 

i     4,056 

1 

50 

127 

50 

1,893 

36.7 

2,357 

5,410 

1800 

4,131 

1,800 

4,131 

200 

459 

50 

2,538 

33.8 

2,387 

4,826 

1800 

3,639 

1,750 

3,538 

150 

303 

50 

2,708 

40.6 

2,300 

4,188 

1900 

3,460 

1,670 

:     3,041 

120 

219 

50 

2,709 

41.9 

2,421 

4,112 

2100 

3,568 

.1,800 

3,058 

50 

85 

50 

2,523 

45.9 

2,797 

4,593 

2300 

3,777 

1,800' 

2,956 

200 

328 

50 

2,759 

47.5 

3,053 

4,815 

2500 

3,943 

}:i,90q  ^^ 

2,997 

200 

315 

'50  V 

2,747       1 

48.6 

3,597 

5,474 

2600 

3,956 

2,100 

3,195 

200   ; 

304 

60 

2,813 

50.4 

3,460 

5,143 

2600 

3,864 

^2,100 

3,121 

100 

149 

60 

2,660       1 

53.9 

3,754 

5,418 

2300 

3,319 

'  2,100 

3,031 

'200 

289 

60  : 

2,882 

57.5 

•     4,476 

6,203 

2500 

3,465 

2,200 

3,049 

200 

277 

60 

3,198       i 

57.9 

4,778 

6,322 

2700 

3,573 

2,300 

3,043 

200 

265 

60  ; 

3,322       i 

59.0 

4,935 

6,214 

2900 

3,651 

2,300 

2,896 

100 

126 

60     : 

3,405 

61.1 

5,793 

6,954 

3100 

3,722 

2,400 

2,881 

200 

240 

60     ' 

3,781       j 

^    61.5 

6,176 

7,196 

3100 

3,612 

2,400 

2,797 

200 

233 

:;  60 

4,177       1 

62.1 

5,654 

6,396 

3700 

4,185 

2,300 

2,602 

400 

452 

- 

3,743       1 

59.2 

5,519 

6,084 

3900 

4,299 

2,300 

2,535 

400 

1 

441 

- 

3,675       i 

59.3 

5,472 

5,867 

4100 

4,396 

2340 

2,509 

400 

429 

- 

3,612 

58.5 

5,780    i 

6,028 

4300 

4,484 

2,470     i 

2,576 

400 

417 

- 

3,601 

57.6 

6,331 

6,434 

4500 

4,573 

2,700 

2,744 

400 

406 

- 

3,733 

56.6 

7,242 

7,242 

4,500 

4,500 

3,000     i 

3,000 

400 

400 

1 
-       i 

3,874 

54.4 

FIGURE  6.  The  Maximum  Pell  Grant  as  a  Share  of  Cost  of  Attendance, 
1973-74  to  1998-99 


<u 

c 
(J 

a. 


1973-74 


-I — r 
1978-79 


-I — I — I — I — I — 1 — I — I — r— I — I — I — I — I — I — I — I — I 
1983-84      1988-89      1993-94      1998-99 


O  Board 


Table  8 

Total  Aid,  Loan  Aid,  and  Grant  Aid  per  Full  Time  Equivalent  (FTE) 

Student  in  Constant  Dollars,  1980-81  to  1998-99 


1980-81 
1981-82 
1982-83 
1983-84 
1984-85 
1985-86 
1986-87 
1987-88 
1988-89 
1989-90 
1990-91 
1991-92 
1992-93 
1993-94 
1994-95 
1995-96 
1996-97 
1997-98 
1998-99 


MA\   iWi"BiWi«M 

Sii^WMii^iS 

8,819,013 

31,868 

3,614 

17,410 

1,974 

13,205 

1,497 

9,014,521 

30,793 

3,416 

15,889 

1,763 

13,813 

1,532 

9,091,648 

27,418 

3,016 

13,822 

1,520 

12,566 

1,382 

9,166,398 

28,334 

3,091 

13,442 

1,466 

13,788 

1,504 

8,951,695 

29,483 

3,294 

13,540 

1,513 

14,941 

1,669 

8,943,433 

30,520 

3,413 

14,550 

1,627 

14,979 

1,675 

9,064,165 

30,679 

3,385 

14,701 

1,622 

15,048 

1,660 

9,229,736 

33,897 

3,673 

15,265 

1,654 

17,730 

1,921 

9,464,271 

34,594 

3,655 

15,846 

1,674 

17,900 

1,891 

9,780,881 

35,344 

3,614 

17,117 

1,750 

17,368 

1,776 

9,983,436 

35,425 

3,548 

17,480 

1,751 

17,051 

1,708 

10,360,606 

38,174 

3,685 

19,151 

1,848 

18,119 

1,749 

10,436,776 

39,953 

3,828 

20,342 

1,949 

18,711 

1,793 

10,351,415 

46,786 

4,520 

20,563 

1,986 

25,356 

2,450 

10,348,072 

50,702 

4,900 

21,340 

2,062 

28,535 

2,757 

10,334,956 

54,681 

5,291 

21,841 

2,113 

32,028 

3,099 

10,402,260 

58,044 

5,580 

22,564 

2,169 

34,678 

3,334 

10,470,002 

61,392 

5,864 

23,945 

2,287 

36,525 

3,489 

10,538,186 

64,124 

6,085 

25,874 

2,455 

37,248 

3,535 

FIGURE  7.  Average  Aid  per  Ftill-Time  Equivalent  Student, 
1980-81  to  1998-99  (in  Constant  Dollars) 
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Table  9 

Federal  Need-  vs.  Non-Need  Aid  Volume,  1963-64  to  1998-99  (in  millions) 


^mmsmnxre^'^mmm 

'M^l$' 

■m^i^m^^m^ 

i^mme 

ercoitage 

^^0I0M 

w^msi^^^^ 

mmBmmm. 

^^M 

■ipn^esd. 

mMB 

1963-64 

114 

117 

231 

606 

0 

606 

49% 

51% 

100% 

1970-71 

1,620 

1,742 

3,363 

6,706 

7,210 

13,916 

48% 

52% 

100% 

1971-72 

2,082 

2,020 

4,102 

8,318 

8,071 

16,389 

51% 

49% 

100% 

1972-73 

2,045 

2,776 

4,821 

7,852 

10,662 

18,514 

42% 

58% 

100% 

1973-74 

2,126 

3,221 

5,347 

7,496 

11,356 

18,852 

40% 

60% 

100% 

1974-75 

2,621 

4,458 

7,078 

8,318 

14,150 

22,469 

37% 

63% 

100% 

1975-76 

3,208 

5,478 

8,686 

9,510 

16,238 

25,748 

37% 

63% 

100% 

1976-77 

4,080 

4,461 

8,541 

11,428 

12,497 

23,924 

48% 

52% 

100% 

1977-78 

4,655 

4,299 

8,954 

12,219 

11,284 

23,503 

52% 

48% 

100% 

1978-79 

5,363 

3,914 

9,277 

12,872 

9,393 

22,266 

58% 

42% 

100% 

1979-80 

7,950 

3,731 

11,681 

16,836 

7,901 

24,737 

68% 

32% 

100% 

1980-81 

10,382 

3,984 

14,366 

19,704 

7,561 

27,265 

72% 

28% 

100% 

1981-82 

11,098 

3,861 

14,960 

19,388 

6,746 

26,134 

74% 

26% 

100% 

1982-83 

10,555 

2,848 

13,404 

17,680 

4,771 

22,451 

79% 

21% 

100% 

1983-84 

11,836 

2,321 

14,157 

19,117 

3,749 

22,866 

84% 

16% 

100% 

1984-85 

12,969 

2,220 

15,190 

20,159 

3,451 

23,610 

85% 

15% 

100% 

1985-86 

13,772 

2,157 

15,929 

20,806 

3,258 

24,065 

86% 

14% 

100% 

1986-87 

13,649 

2,306 

15,954 

20,172 

3,408 

23,580 

86% 

14% 

100% 

1987-88 

14,806 

3,767 

18,573 

21,012 

5,347 

26,359 

80% 

20% 

100% 

1988-89 

15,780 

4,164 

19,943 

21,405 

5,648 

27,053 

79% 

21% 

100% 

1989-90 

16,366 

4,262 

20,628 

21,189 

5,519 

26,708 

79% 

21% 

100% 

1990-91 

17,058 

4,177 

21,235 

20,941 

5,128 

26,069 

80% 

20% 

100% 

1991-92 

18,812 

4,983 

23,796 

22,378 

5,928 

28,305 

79% 

21% 

100% 

1992-93 

19,441 

5,980 

25,421 

22,424 

6,898 

29,322 

76% 

24% 

100% 

1993-94 

22,154 

9,243 

31,397 

24,909 

10,392 

35,302 

71% 

29% 

100% 

1994-95 

23,315 

11,639 

34,954 

25,484 

12,721 

38,205 

67% 

33% 

100% 

1995-96 

24,334 

13,384 

37,719 

25,893 

14,242 

40,136 

65% 

35% 

100%  , 

1996-97 

25,759 

15,243 

41,002 

26,649 

15,770 

42,419 

63% 

37% 

•  100% 

1997-98 

26,912 

17,040 

43,952 

27,354 

17,320 

44,674 

61% 

39% 

100% 

1998-99 

27,949 

18,021 

45,970 

27,949 

18,021 

45,970 

61% 

39% 

100% 
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FIGURE  8.  Percentage  Share  of  Federal  Needr  versus 
Non-Need  Aid  Awarded  to  Postsecondary 
Students,  1970-71  to  1998-99 
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FIGURE  9.  Total  Student  Financial  Aid  Awarded  to 

Postsecondary  Students,  1971-72  to  1998-99 
(Constant  Dollars  in  Billions) 
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Table  10 

Total  Federal  Outlays  on  Title  IV  Student  Aid  Programs, 

in  Current  and  Constant  Dollars  (in  Millions),  FY89  to  FY98 


College 
O  Board 


Federal  Fiscal  Year 

(estimated) 

^2Ml 

im^^ 

■^m^^ 

^xiMM. 

:::jMm^L.iE'^^i. 

^MMi'^ 

;.J|&3 

:.^:j?m. 

.;;;;;^j^ 

4,484 

4,804 

5,376 

5,503 

6,462   6,637 

6,147 

4,914 

5,919 

7,345 

•.  -^.V^f?'    -■-.;," 

438 

459 

520 

577 

583    583 

583 

583 

583 

614 

-r>.  }iMJ*i', 

72 

59 

64 

72 

72     72 

63 

31 

50 

25 

■^'■V;>- 

610 

602 

595 

615 

617    617 

617 

617 

830 

830 

■V^.i^.^■l,■^  .,»:-.T,i,'i 

206 

148 

156 

156 

181    173 

176 

113 

178 

165 

iy:,y:fry:r'-rtii\c.,iy-  -  .-visi- '' 

5 

10 

5 

5 

-  ■ 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

10 

316 

1,105 

679 

763 

920 

4,067 

4.376 

4.619 

2.652 

2.770 

3.003 

3,481 

3,576 

3.336 

1.892 

9,881 

10,458 

11,334 

9,580 

10,695 

11,401 

12,172 

10,514 

11,659 

11,791 

^>:i)^tTiV^;ji!\V»l«51;f  -*  ■•Ji'}- 


5,806   5,898   6,394   6,347   7,266   7,254   6,541   5,083   6,016   7,345 


666 


656 


638 


621 


604 


5.372   5.495   3.059 


11 
3.115 


345 
3.282 


1,176 
3.704 


703 
3.700 


593 


776 
3.390 


614 


93 

73 

76 

83 

81 

79 

67 

32 

51 

25 

790 

739 

707 

709 

693 

674 

656 

638 

844 

830 

266 

182 

186 

180 

203 

189 

187 

117 

181 

165 

6 

12 

6 

6 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

920 
1.892 


12,794   12,839   13,482   11,050   12,025   12,461   12,952   10,877   11,851   11,791 
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Appendix  C 

Number  of  Borrowers,  Loans,  and  Recipients  and  Average  Loan  Amount  for  FFEL 

Programs  in  Current  and  Constant  Dollars,  1988-89  to  1998-99 


Academic  Year 


iStafford  §ubsidize(i  \-i^  .'!'^i988^89"^19"8?-90    199^^  1995-96    1996^97    1997-98    1998-99 


#  Borrowers  (000) 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

3,641 

3,572 

2,763 

2,829 

2,832 

2,844      Mgtg^i 

#  Loans  (000) 

3,626 

3,619 

3,689 

3,889 

3,883 

4,433 

4,239 

3,279 

3,359 

3,362 

3,376      l^p. 

Avg.  Loan 

2,570 

2,627 

2,712 

2,778 

2,817 

3,193 

3,372 

3,474 

3,518 

3,538 

"^  |H 

Avg.  Loan  (Constant) 

3,486 

3,402 

3,329 

3,305 

3,249 

3,590 

3,686 

3,697 

3,640 

3,596 

^'"'"'"'"'  kIS^ 

Stafford  llnsubsidizcd™ 


^•i  1988-89    1989-90    1990-91    1991-92    1992-93    1993-94    1994-95    1995-96    1996-97    1997-98    1998-99     ..%cfcmgf 


#  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Loans  (000) 
Avg.  Loan 

Avg.  Loan  (Constant) 


159 
2,035 
2,348 


665 

742 

2,730 

3,069 


1,656 
1,957 
3,553 
3,884 


1,424 
1,702 
3,656 
3,890 


1,574  1,682 

1,880  2,009 

3,789  3,955 

3,920  4,020 


fPLUS 


■~~r,7~'  "-^fy 


'^'■^^^^^^?f^W^h9^-^9  7f989-90   1990^91'  "1991-92  '  1992-93""l993^94  'i99l^95"^i995-96   1996^97  T997-98" 


1,744 
2,083 
4,073 
4,073 

Estimated 

1998-99 


•ms^-H 


'%  Change 


#  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Loans  (000) 
Avg.  Loan 

Avg.  Loan  (Constant) 


212  257  298  356  388 
3,075  3,140  3,213  3,270  3,300 
4,171       4,066      3,945      3,889      3,806 


284 

337 

4,535 

5,099 


278 

321 

5,174 

5,656 


239 

276 

5,773 

6,143 


253 

292 

6,130 

6,342 


275 

318 

6,447 

6,553 


285 

329 

6,658 

6,658 


■m  -'^ 


?5J{fe^-.i 


StS' 


rni/K,-^.^. 


^*IS^Fi^A988-89    1989-90^990-91    1991-92    1992-93    1993-94    1994-95    1995-96    1996-97-1997-98   1998-99    V,  %chmge 


#  Borrowers  (000)  -  -  -  -  -  757  10 

#  Loans  (000)  757  670  601  690  761  882  10 
Avg.  Loan  2,662  2,738  2,847  2,932  3,120  3,931  3,337 
Avg.  Loan  (Constant)  3,611  3,544  3,495  3,488  3,598  4,420  3,648 


Estimated 


^Consolidated  TvvF^k-^*'^988-W  1989^^^    l'996-9l"^i991-92    1992-93 '1993-94  "1994-95    1995-96    1996^97  •1997-98 "  1998-99     "■  xciumge 


#  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Loans  (000) 
Avg.  Loan 

Avg.  Loan  (Constant) 


103  200  297  217  193 

107  202  300  219  195 

18,194  16,265  14,563  18,782  17,576 

20,457  17,778  15,496  19,431  17,865 


lTotai;riot"ind:CoriSbUd3tea^l988^89"  1989-9^    l'990-91  ",1991-92  '1992-93    1993-94  "!l994-95    1995-96    1996^97  1997-98 


207 

209 

16,210 

16,210 

Estimated 

1998-99 


XOimge 


#  Student  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Parent  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Total  Undup.  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Loans  (000) 
Avg.  Loan 

Avg.  Loan  (Constant) 


3,964 
284 
4,248 
6,394 
3,312 
3,724 


3,965 
278 
4,243 
6,527 
3,515 
3,842 


3,092 
239 
3,331 
5,257 
3,654 
3,888 


3,252 
253 
3,505 
5,531 
3,748 
3,877 


3,334 
275 
3,609 
5,689 
3,848 
3,911 


Estimated 


^m\7incroonmYdiieS':^m^wmi9mb';^99o^m^ 


n  Student  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Parent  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Consolidated  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Total  Undup.  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Loans  (000) 
Avg.  Loan 

Avg.  Loan  (Constant) 


3,964 

3,965 

3,092 

3,252 

3,3.34 

3,389 

284 

278 

239 

253 

275 

285 

103 

200 

297 

217 

193 

207 

4,351 

4,442 

3,629 

3,721 

3,802 

3,880 

6,501 

6,728 

5,558 

5,749 

5,884 

5,997 

3,557 

3,897 

4,243 

4,320 

4,303 

4,340 

3,999 

4,260 

4,515 

4,469 

4,374 

4,340 

^    ..The 
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Appendix  D 

Number  of  Borrowers,  Loans,  and  Recipients  and  Average  Loan  Amount  for  FDSL 

Programs  in  Current  and  Constant  Dollars,  1988-89  to  1998-99 


Academic  Year 


Estimated 


Stafford  Subsidized  '^"^-'^"'isisslsf  1989-90 


1990-91  '  1991-92  ■  1992-93  "1993-94^  1994-95^^1995^96 '"i996-9f'V9^ 


#  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Loans  (000) 
Avg.  Loan 

Avg.  Loan  (Constant) 

Stafford  Unsubsidized 


265 

304 
3,672 
4,013 


1,278 
1,461 
3,442 
3,663 


1,469 
1,679 
3,425 
3,544 


1,555 
1,778 
3,423 
3,479 


1,549 
1,771 
3,410 
3,410 

Estimated 


1988-89    1989-90   1990-91    1991-92    1992-93    1993-94  '.1994-95  '-1995-96   1996-97 ,19^7-98 n998-99T'f-%a;«t^  ■ 


#  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Loans  (000) 
Avg.  Loan 

Avg.  Loan  (Constant) 

'PLus'?^:^'"^':^"'-^'^ 


1988-89    1989-90   1990-91    1991-92    1992-93  1993-94  "1994-95  .=1995-96   1996-97  ;:1997-98  >1998-99 


OmgeJil^, 


#  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Loans  (000) 
Avg.  Loan 

Avg.  Loan  (Constant) 


■  SlJS^!Zi!r^WW4^^^^S8^    1989-90   1990-91  '1991-92'^  1992-93  fl993-94;a^94-95B99^?6"^^ 


29 

32 

5,619 

6,142 


#  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Loans  (000) 
Avg.  Loan 

Avg.  Loan  (Constant) 


Consolidated 


~^^'1?7  ■'»*W  *? 


;i988-89    1989-90  '1990^91 'T99i-92    1992-W' 1993^94  "l994-95"B^^^ 


#  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Loans  (000) 
Avg.  Loan 

Avg.  Loan  (Cor\stant) 


6     64  85  104  364 

6     64  85  105  368 

35,478  14,673  16,128  21,706  20,282 

38,778  15,613  16,685  22,063  20,282 

Estimated 


"  Tota7not  incLConsblidatedi  1988-89  ?i989-90T99d^^ 


#  Student  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Parent  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Total  Undup.  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Loans  (000) 
Avg.  Loan 

Avg.  Loan  (Constant) 


296      1,434      1,702      1,847      1,855 


29 

132 

151 

167 

180 

325 

1,566 

1,853 

2,014 

2,036 

474 

2,341 

2,771 

3,011 

3,038 

3,779 

3,547 

3,550 

3,603 

3,627 

4,131 

3,775 

3,672 

3,662 

3,627 

^fota/ihdJConsoiidatea"fg^598&^89Ta989-^ 


i99^9ili99^?2  a99?93''l99?94  ^55^^ 


#  Student  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Parent  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Consolidated  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Total  Undup.  Borrowers  (000) 

#  Loans  (000) 
Avg.  Loan 

Avg.  Loan  (Constant) 


296      1,434      1,702       1,847      1,855 


29 


132 


151 


167 


180 


6 

64 

85 

104 

364 

331 

1,630 

1,938 

2,118 

2,400 

479 

2,405 

2,857 

3,116 

3,406 

4,160 

3,845 

3,926 

4,213 

5,426 

4,547 

4,091 

4,062 

4,282 

5,426 
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Notes  &  sources 

TABLE  1 

Federally  Supported  Programs 

Several  o(  the  federally-supported  programs  in- 
cludesmall  amounts  of  funding  from  sources  other 
than  the  federal  government.  For  example.  Fed- 
eral Work-Study  (FWS)  includes  contributions  by 
institutions,  although  most  of  the  funds  in  the  pro- 
gram are  federal.  Perkins  Loans  (until  1987  called 
National  Direct  Student  Loans  or  NDSL)  are 
funded  from  federal  and  institutional  capital  con- 
tributioas  as  well  as  collectioas  from  borrowers. 

Ceticrally  Available  Aid 

LEAP.  Formerly  known  as  the  State  Student  In- 
centive Grant  (SSIG)program,  the  Leveraging 
Educational  Assistance  Partnerships  (LEAP) 
monies  reported  under  federally  supported  aid 
include  federal  monies  only;  the  state  share  is 
included  under  the  "state  grants"  category.  Like- 
wise, institutional  matching  funds  required  by 
the  Supplemental  Educational  Opportunity 
Grant  (SEOG)  program  since  1989-90  are  re- 
ported under  "inshtutional  and  other  grants." 

ICL.  TTie  Income  Contingent  Loan  Program  was 
discontinued  after  1992-93. 

FDSLP.  The  Ford  Direct  Loan  Program  began 
disbursing  loans  in  academic  year  1994-95.  It 
includes  Stafford  Subsidized  and  Unsubsidized 
Loans  and  Parent  Loans  for  Undergraduate  Stu- 
dents (PLUS).  Under  this  program,  loans  are 
provided  directly  to  students  by  the  federal  gov- 
ernment, using  funds  from  the  U.S.  Treasury. 
Data  for  the  1998-99  year  are  estimates  based 
on  preliminary  calculations  from  the  Policy, 
Budget,  and  Analysis  Staff,  U.S.  Department  of 
Education. 

FFELP.  The  Federal  Family  Education  Loan  Pro- 
gram (until  1992  Guaranteed  Student  Loans), 
which  includes  Stafford  Subsidized, 
Unsubsidized,  and  PLUS  loans  (also  included 
Supplemental  Loans  for  Students,  SLS,  until 
1994-95),  relies  on  private  sources  of  capital.  Tlie 
federal  government  subsidizes  interest  pay- 
ments and  guarantees  repayment  of  defaulted 
loans.  Until  SLS  was  created  by  the  1986  Amend- 
ments to  the  Higher  Education  Act,  supplemen- 
tal loans  were  provided  to  students  under  the 
Auxiliary  Loans  to  Assist  Students  (ALAS)  pro- 
gram. The  SLS  program  was  discontinued  after 
the  1994-95  academic  year. 

Specially  Directed  Aid 

Veterans.  Benefits  are  payments  for  post- 
secondary  education  and  training  to  veterans 
and  their  dependents  authorized  under  Chap- 
ters 30,  31,  32,  34,  35,  and  106  of  the  U.S.  Code. 
Federal  contributions  to  Chapter  34,  the  Veter- 
ans' Educational  Assistance  portion  of  the  Post- 
Korean  Conflict  Educational  Assistance  Pro- 
grams, were  terminated  in  1990.  After  1990,  re- 
maining eligible  veterans  were  funded  through 
Chapter  30. 

Military.  Expenditures  for  education  are 
reported  for  thn'e  types  of  proj'r.inis    the  I' 


Edward  Hebert  Armed  Forces  Health  Profession 
Scholarship  Program,  Reserve  Officers'  Training 
Corps  programs  for  the  Air  Force,  Army,  and 
Navy/Marines,  and  higher  education  tuition 
assistance  for  the  active  duty  Armed  Forces. 

Other  Grants.  Includes  Higher  Education 
Grants  for  Indian  Students,  Fellowships  for  In- 
dian Students  (Libt  funded  in  1995-96),  Ameri- 
can Indian  Scholarships,  Indian  Health  Service 
Scholarships,  National  Science  Foundation  pre- 
doctoral  fellowships  (minority  and  general 
graduate).  National  Health  Service  Corps  Schol- 
arships, National  Institutes  of  Health 
predoctoml  individual  awards  including  Nurs- 
ing Fellowships  (.Mursing  funding  ended  in 
1984-85),  fellowships  awarded  through  the 
Council  on  Legal  Educational  Opportunity  (last 
funded  in  1995-96),  the  Jacob  K.  Javits  Fellow- 
ship Program,  the  Robert  C.  Byrd  Honors  Schol- 
arship Program  (last  funded  in  1994-95),  and  col- 
lege grants  provided  to  volunteers  in  the 
Americorps  national  ser\'ice  programs  (funding 
began  in  1994-95). 

Other  Loans.  Includes  amounts  loaned  under 
the  Health  Professions  Student  Loan  Program, 
the  Health  Education  Assistance  Loan  Program, 
and  the  Nursing  Student  Loan  Program. 

State  Grant  Programs 

The  state  grant  amount  for  1998-99  is  based  on  pro- 
jections by  the  20  states  that  award  approximately 
90  percent  of  state  grant  funds  and  estimates  for 
the  remaining  30  states  and  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia made  by  the  College  Board.  Previous  data  is 
updated  using  the  NASSGAP  Aruiual  Survey. 

Non-Federal  Loans 

Estimates  based  on  an  informal  College  Board  poll 
of  the  largest  non-federal  loan  sponsors;  includes 
estimates  of  private  and  state-sponsored  volume 
for  the  past  four  years. 

Institutional  and  Other  Grants 

Institutional  awards  include,  in  addition  to  awards 
from  the  institution's  own  funds,  scholarships,  fel- 
lowships, and  trainee  stipends  from  government 
and  private  programs  that  allow  the  institution  to 
select  the  recipient.  Data  since  1996-97  are  esti- 
mates based  on  IPEDS  data. 

TABLE  2 

Constant  dollar  figures  are  based  on  data  in  Table 
1.  See  page  23  for  a  more  complete  explanation  of 
constant-dollar  conversions. 

TABLE  3 

Cost  of  attendance  data  from  the  College  Board's 
Annual  Survey  of  Colleges,  and  includes  tuition, 
fees,  and  on-campus  room  and  board  costs.  Be- 
cause community  colleges  generally  do  not  offer 
on-campus  housing,  cost  of  attendance  figures  are 
not  reported  for  these  institutions.  Note  that  cost 
of  attendance  and  tuition  averages  apply  to  un- 
dergraduate costs  only,  and  are  weighted  by  en- 
rollment to  reflect  average  costs  to  the  student 
rather  than  average  charges  by  the  institution. 
Tuition  is  based  on  30  semester  or  45  quarter  hours; 
rcxim  and  board  figures  are  for  the  academic  year 
■tnd  ashiinif  dituhli'  oi  rnp.nic  y  in  >i  dormiliiry 
r(K)m  and  the  maximum  meal  plan. 


Income  data  are  for  the  calendar  year  in  which  the 
academic  year  begins.  Median  family  and  House- 
hold Income  data  for  the  1998-99  year  are  esti- 
mated figures.  DPI  is  current  as  of  8/99 

TABLE  4 

The  number  of  recipients  of  LEAP  and  state  grants 
and  the  average  award  include  only  undergradu- 
ate recipients  of  each  state's  primary  need-based 
programs.  Comparable  figures  for  1998-99  are  not 
available. 

1992-93  is  the  first  year  of  the  Stafford 
Unsubsidized  program.  1994-95  is  the  last  year  of 
the  SLS  program.  Through  coincidence  only,  1994- 
95  was  also  the  first  year  loans  were  made  by  the 
Ford  Direct  Loan  Program. 

The  numbers  of  loans  in  SLS  and  PLUS  programs 
in  1985-86  had  to  be  estimated  from  fiscal  year 
data. 

TABLE  5 

"Four-year"  institutions  include  non-profit  insti- 
tutions offering  bachelors  and/or  graduate  de- 
grees. "Two-year"  institutions  include  non-profit 
institutions  of  any  other  program  length  from  six 
months  to  three  years.  "Proprietary"  refers  to  pri- 
vate for-profit  instituhons. 

The  Stafford  Unsubsidized  Loan  program  first 
began  dispersing  funds  in  1992-93.  Beginning  in 
1994-95,  loan  distribution  figures  include  Stafford 
Subsidized,  Stafford  Unsubsidized,  and  PLUS 
loans  made  through  both  the  Federal  Family  Edu- 
cahon  Loan  Program  and  the  Ford  Direct  Loan  Pro- 
gram. 

TABLE  6 

Based  on  data  from  Tables  1  and  2.  The  "grants" 
category  includes  Pell  Grants,  SEOG,  LEAP,  Vet- 
erans Benefits,  Military  expenditures.  Other 
Grants,  State  Grant  Programs,  and  Institutional 
and  Other  Grants.  "Loans"  includes  all  remaining 
programs  except  FWS,  which  makes  up  the  "work" 
component. 

TABLE  7 

The  1992  reauthorization  of  the  Higher  Education 
Act  eliminated  the  percent  cap  on  college  costs 
beginrung  in  1993-94. 

TABLE  8 

FTE  Data  from  Table  200,  p.  222,  Digest  of  Edu- 
cation Statistics  1998.  1997-98  and  1998-99  FTE 
data  from  NCES  Projections  of  Education  Sta- 
tistics to  2009,  T.23,  p.  46.  FTE  data  is  for  fall 
enrollment,  all  institutions. 

TABLE  9 

Based  on  Data  from  Tables  1  and  2.  Need-based 
aid  includes  Pell,  SEOG,  LEAP,  GWS,  Perkins,  ICL, 
FDSL  Subsidized,  FFEL  Subsidized.  Non-need 
based  aid  includes  FDSL  Unsub  and  PLUS,  FFEL 
Unsub,  PLUS,  and  SLS,  and  all  specially  directed 
aid. 

TABLE  10 

Data  from  the  U.S.  Department  of  Education  Bud- 
get reports,  unpublished. 
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TABLE  A  Acronyms 

Figures  on  military-related  aid  are  not  precisely  FWS        = 

comparable  to  Table  1.  Armed  Forces  tuition  as-  FFELP    = 
sislance  amounts  are  not  available  for  these  years, 

and  some  ROTC  data  are  estimated.  See  notes  to  ICL         = 


Table  1  for  further  details. 


FDSLP    = 


PLUS 


TABLE  B 

Constant  dollar  figures  are  based  on  data  in  Table 

A.  For  an  explanation  of  constant  dollar  conver-    SEOG      = 

sions,  see  details  in  the  following  column. 

SLS 
FIGURES  1  AND  2  LEAP      = 

Based  on  Tables  1  and  2. 


Federal  Work  Study 

Federal  Family  Education  Loan 

Program 

Income  Contingent  Loan  Program 

William  D.  Ford  Direct  Student 

Loan  Program 

Parent  Loans  to  Undergraduate 

Students 

Federal  Supplemental  Educational 

Opportunity  Grant 

Supplemental  Loans  for  Students 

Leveraging  Educational  Assistance 

Partnerships 


Academic  Year  88  =  1988-89. 

"Federal  Campus  Based"  aid  includes  SEOG,  FWS, 
and  Perkins  Loans. 

"Federal  Loans"  includes  Federal  Family  Educa- 
tion Loans  and  Ford  Direct  Loans.  "Other  Federal 
Programs"  includes  LEAP,  Military  and  Veterans' 
aid.  Other  Grants,  and  Other  Loans. 

FIGURE  3 

Based  on  data  from  Tables  2,  3,  and  8. 

Median  family  income  data  for  the  45-54  age 
category  is  used  because  it  is  more  representa- 
tive of  families  with  dependents  in  college.  This 
statistic  is  not  representative  of  independent  stu- 
dents. 

FIGURE  4 

Based  on  data  from  Table  2. 

FIGURE  5 

Based  on  Table  6  data  and  College  Board  histori- 
cal data  not  printed  in  this  publication. 

"Loans"  include  FFELP,  FDSLP,  Perkins  Loans, 
ICL,  other  federal  loans,  and  non-federal  loans  as 
surveyed  for  this  report. 

"Grants"  include  Pell,  SEOG,  LEAP,  Veterans 
grants.  Military  grants.  State  grants.  Institutional 
and  other  grants,  and  miscellaneous  grants. 

"Work"  includes  Federal  Work  Shady  (FWS). 

FIGURE  6 

Based  on  Tables  3  and  7,  and  historical  cost  of  at- 
tendance data  from  the  College  Board  (1987-88  on) 
and  the  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics 
(Pre-  1987-88). 

FIGURE  7 
Based  on  Table  8. 

FIGURE  8 

Based  on  Table  9. 

FIGURE  9 

Based  on  Tables  2  and  Appendix  B. 


Definitions 

Academic  year: 
Federal  fiscal  year: 


July  1  to  June  30 

October  1  to  September  30 


General  Notes 

•  Details  may  not  add  to  totals  due  to  rounding. 

•  Aid  is  reported  by  the  academic  year  in  which 
it  is  awarded.  When  necessary,  fiscal  year  data 
are  converted  to  the  academic  year  equivalents 
by  reassigning  the  July  through  September  ex- 
penditures. 

•  For  a  more  detailed  description  of  the  programs 
and  past  trends,  see  Trends  in  Student  Aid:  1963 
to  1983. 

A  Note  on  Constant  Dollar  Conversion 

The  Consumer  Price  Index  for  all  urban  dwellers 
(the  CPI-U)  is  used  to  adjust  for  inflation.  Updated 
CPI  data  are  available  from  the  Bureau  of  Labor 
Statistics  website  {http://stats.bls.gov/cpihome.htm). 
This  year,  due  to  the  availability  of  federal  data  by 
academic-year  rather  than  federal  fiscal-year,  we 
used  an  academic  base-year  calculation  in  most 
cases.  The  academic  base  year  for  1998-99  was  cal- 
culated using  CPI  data  for  the  months  inclusive  of 
July  1998  to  June  1999. 

Formula  for  Constant  Dollar  Conversion 


CONSTANT 

(base  year) 

Dollars 


CURRENT  CPI  for  the  base  year 


year 
dollars 


X 


CPI  for  the  current 
year 


Consumer  Price  Indexes  (1982-84=V10) 


Academic 

Year 

Calendar  Year       | 

Year        CPI 

Factor 

Year 

CPI 

Factor 

1988-89 

121.2 

1.3565 

1988 

118.3 

1.3772 

1989-90. 

127.0 

1.2947 

1989 

i    124,0 

1.3138 

1990-91'' 

133.9 

1.2276 

1990 

^    130.7 

1.2465 

1991-92 

138.2 

1.1895 

1991 

'    136.2 

1.1959 

1992:93, 

142.5 

1.1535 

1992 

5    140.3 

1.1607 

1993-94 

146.2 

1.1244 

1993 

j    144.5 

1.1274 

150.4 

1.0930 

1994 

\    148.2 

1.0988 

i9?5-9is; 

154.5 

1.0641 

1995 

\    152.4 

1 ,0688 

199M7J 

158.9 

1.0346 

1996 

!    156.9 

1.0.384 

1997-98, 

161.7 

1.0164 

1997 

(    160.5 

1,0146 

1998^^ 

164.4 

1.0000 

1998 

'    162.9 

1.0(K)0 

The  table  above  provides  academic  and  calen- 
dar year  CPI  data.  The  factor  column  provides 
the  user  with  a  multiplication  factor  equal  to 
that  of  CPI  (base  year)  divided  by  CPI  (current 
year),  as  illustrated  in  the  right-hand  side  of  the 
above  equation.  A  simple  multiplication  of  a 
current  year  figure  by  the  associated  factor  will 
yield  a  constant-dollar  result. 


SOURCES 
Consumer  Price  Index: 

The  Consumer  Price  Index  (CPI)  for  current  and 
past  years  is  from  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statis- 
tics, U.S.  Department  of  Labor. 

Tables  1,  2,  4,  5,  6,  7,  8,  &  9: 

Campus-Based  Aid  (FWS,  Perkins,  and  SEOG) 
U.S.  Department  of  Education,  Office  of 
Postsecondary  Education;  Policy,  Budget,  and 
Analysis  Staff.  Federal  Campus-Based  Pro\;rams 
Databook  1999  and  Federal  Campus-Based  Programs 
Distribution  of  Aivards  Annual. 

Federal  Family  Education  Loan  and  Ford  Direct  Loan 

Programs 

Unpublished  data  from  the  U.S.  Department  of 

Education,  Policy,  Budget,  and  Analysis  Staff. 

Institutional  and  Other  Aid 

1996-97  to  1998-99:  estimated  by  the  College 
Board.  1987-88  to  1995-96:  impublishod  II'LDS 
data  from  the  National  Center  for  Education  Sta- 
tistics. 

Military 

F.  Edward  Hebert  Armed  Forces  Health  Profes- 
sion Scholarship  amounts  were  obtained  from  the 
Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Defense 
(Health  Affairs).  ROTC  program  data  were  ob- 
tained separately  from  the  Air  Force,  Army,  and 
Navy  program  offices.  The  Education  Policy  Di- 
rectorate of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
provided  Armed  Forces  tuition  assistance 
amounts. 

Other  Grants  and  Loans 

The  data  were  collected  through  conversations  and 
correspondence  with  the  offici.ils  of  the  .i^;i'ncies 
that  sponsor  the  programs 

I'cll  Grant  Program 

Unpublished  Data  from  Policy,  Budget,  and  Analy- 
sis Staff,  U.S.  Department  of  Education.  Other  data 
from  Pell  Grant  End  of  Year  Reports. 

LEAP  and  State  Grant  Programs 
1998-99:  Preliminary  figures  reported  by  20  states 
with  largest  grant  appropriations.  Figures  for  re- 
maining 30  states,  the  District  of  Columbia,  and 
Puerto  Rico  estimated  by  the  College  Board. 

1988-89  to  1997-98:  20fh  through  29th  Annual 
Survey  Reports  of  the  National  Association  of  Stale 
Scholarship  and  Grant  Program's. 

Veterans  Benefits 

Benefits  Program  series  (.inrnial  puhlK.iliun  for 
each  fiscal  year).  Office  of  Bialgi'l  ant!  I  inanie,  US 
Veterans  Administration  anil  impuli|islu\l  tl.it-.i 
from  the  same  agency. 

Table  3: 

Cost  of  Attendance  Data 

Tlie  College  Board's  Annual  Survey  ofCollege-^. 

Income  Data 

Median  Family  and  Household  Income  from  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Economics  and 
Statistics  Administration,  Bureau  of  Economic 
Analysis  {zvww.census.gov/lihes/incomc/) 
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This  report  provides  the  most  recent  and  complete  statistics 
available  on  student  aid  in  the  1980s  and  1990s, 
complementing  the  publication  by  Gillespie  and  Carlson, 
Trends  in  Student  Aid:  1 963  to  1 983  (New  York:  The  College 
Board.  I  983)  and  replacing  previously  published  updates. 
It  revises  figures  presented  earlier  for  the  1990s  and 
provides  estimates  for  academicyear  1 998-99. 

The  College  Board  is  grateful  to  the  many  staff  members 
in  public  and  private  agencies  who  contributed  the  basic 
data,  as  well  as  their  insights  and  expertise. 
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postage  and  handling.  Credit  card  orders  may  be  placed 
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to  I  I  p.m.  (EST).  For  additional  information  call  College 
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Monday  through  Friday,  9  a.m'.  to  5  p.m.  (EST).  Purchase 
orders  over  $25.00  are  accepted. 

Copyright  ©  1 999  by  College  Entrance  Examination  Board. 
New  York.  All  rights  reserved.  College  Board  and  the  ac  " 
logo  are  registered  trademarks  of  the  College  Entra, 
Examination  Board. 


Printed  on  recycled  paper.  236212 


•!• 


.-%v.      '  '^<\ 


FIGURE  1.  Distribution  ofFull-Time  Undergraduates  at 
Four-Year  Institutions  by  Tuition  and  Fees 
'*'-^^*-'^^harged/^999-00 
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INTRODUCTION 

This  report  provides  the  latest  information  on  tviition  and  other 
expenses  associated  with  attending  institutions  of  postsecondary 
education  in  the  United  States. 

The  data  presented  in  this  publication  come  from  the  Col- 
lege Board's  Annual  Survey  of  Colleges  (ASC).  The  survey, 
administered  each  spring  to  over  3,200  postsecondary  insti- 
tutions across  the  country,  collects  a  wealth  of  data  on 
enrollment,  admissions,  degrees  and  majors,  tuition,  finan- 
cial aid,  and  other  aspects  of  vmdergraduate  education.  The 
College  Board  has  conducted  the  Annual  Survey  for  more 
than  two  decades,  resulting  in  an  extensive  longitudinal  data 
file  about  two-year,  four-year,  public  and  private  colleges  and 
universities. 

Each  fall,  the  College  Board  releases  information  from  the  An- 
nual Survey  on  how  much  colleges  and  universities  plan  to 
charge  undergraduate  students  in  the  upcoming  academic  year. 
Simultaneously  we  release  information  from  a  counterpart  sur- 
vey conducted  by  the  College  Board,  Trends  in  Student  Aid. 

Taken  together,  the  companion  reports.  Trends  in  College  Pricing 
emd  Trends  in  Student  Aid,  tell  much  about  the  financing  of 
postsecondary  educational  opportunity  in  America.  One  pro- 
vides the  latest  information  on  how  much  college  "costs."  The 
other  tracks  the  amount  of  financial  assistance  available  to  help 
pay  these  expenses.  In  both  publications  we  report  trend  data  in 
both  current  and  constant  (inflation-adjusted)  dollars. 


This  report  presents  pricing  data  from  the  Annual  Survey  of 
Colleges  for  the  1999-2000  academic  year,  including: 

•  average  fixed  charges  for  undergraduates  -  tuition  and 
fees  and  room  and  board; 

•  average  non-fixed  budget  components  -  books  and  sup- 
plies, transportation,  and  other  expenses;  and 

•  sample  student  budgets  for  each  type  of  institution. 

The  report  also  provides  trend  data  over  the  past  25  years  and 
analysis  of  college  prices  in  relation  to  family  income  as  well  as 
available  financial  aid.  In  all  cases,  we  have  tried  to  present  the 
data  in  ways  that  may  be  useful  to  different  audiences,  while 
ensuring  the  integrity  of  the  data. 

Page  18  of  the  report  presents  a  new  feature  that  may  be  of  in- 
terest to  readers — data  courtesy  of  Statistics  Canada  on  average 
tuition  and  fees  charged  by  Canadian  colleges  and  imiversities, 
fi-om  1972-73  to  1999-00. 

This  report  would  not  have  been  possible  without  the  coopera- 
tion and  work  of  the  following  individuals  at  the  College  Board: 
Renee  Gemand  and  the  Annual  Survey  of  Colleges  staff  in  Guid- 
ance Publishing;  Hal  Higginbotham,  Jack  Joyce,  and  Kathy  Payea 
(consultant)  of  the  College  Scholarship  Service;  and  the  staff 
of  the  Communications  and  Government  Relations  Division. 

We  welcome  reader  comments  and  suggestions  on  these  Trends 
reports.  Visit  College  Board  Online  at  www.collegeboard.org  for 
an  electronic  version  of  this  document  and  its  counterpart.  Trends 
in  Student  Aid  1999.  ^ 
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.^According  to  the  National  Commission  on  the  Cost  of  liigher  Education,  defining  "ccet,"  "price,"  and  "subsidy"  is  not 
^ust  a  tedmical  sidenote:  it  is  aitical  to  daiifying  the  issues  in  finauicing  postsecondary  education.  ;'         '     '-!, 
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Costs  refer  to  the  expenditures  associated  with  delivering  instruction,  including  physical  plant  and  salaries. 
Prices  are  the  expenses  that  students  and  parents  face.  Sticker  price  is  the  posted  price  institutions  charge  for 
tuition  as  well  as  room  and  board  in  the  case  of  students  residing  on  camipus.-^  full  student  budget  also  includes 
books,  supplies,  and  transportation.  Net  price  is  what  the  student  and/or  farnily  must  cover  after  financial  aid  . 
awards  are  subtracted. 

General  subsidies  make  it  possible  for  institutions  to  charge  less  than  the  actual  costs  of  instruction.  State,  federal, 
and  local  appropriations,  as  well  as  private  philanthropy,  reduce  Uie  prices  faced  by  all  students  --whether  or  not  ' 
they  receive  firiaricial  aid. 

report  fociises  on  the  sticker  prices  fadng  students  and  parents.  It  does  not  include  estimates  of  average  net  price. ; 
?However,*'We  refer  readers  to  the  companion  publication,'rrrCT«fem  Student  yiii  J999,lfordata  on  the  grant,  lc>ah,'and^ 
ajvork-study  funds  available  to  help  fanulies  cover  the  expenses  of  college'attendance.  '"^"^^     "'^ 
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$rhis  report  also  does  not  focus  on  the  underlying  costs  of  instruction  or  subsidies  io  i 
^'ov&viewpf  sources  of  institutional  revenue  and  hbw.they  have  shiftedr""  '^~"" 


I  we  do  include 


HIGHLIGHTS 


1999-00  Tuition 
and  Fees 


mm^' 


Regional 
Differences 


>r^ 


Room  &  Board 


Tuition  &  Fee 
Trends 


Affordability 


:':m 


W-" 


Returns  to 
Education 


istitutional 
Revenue 


College 
Participation 


For  the  1999-00  academic  year,  the  average  tuition  charged  by  public  four-year  colleges  and  universities 
is  $3,356,  up  from  $3,247  in  1998-99,  an  increase  of  3.4  percent.  Private  four-year  college  tuition  increased 
by  4.6  percent,  from  $14,709  to  $15,380.  Two-year  public  and  private  institutions  are  charging  an  average 
of  $1,627  and  $7,182  respectively,  up  4.7  and  3.5  percent  respectively.  The  average  surcharge  for  out-of- 
state  or  out-of-district  students  at  public  institutions  is  $3,191  at  two-year  colleges  and  $5,350  at  four-year 
colleges.  (Tables  1  and  4) 

The  Southwest  offers  the  lowest  tuition  rates  at  both  private  and  public  four-year  institutions  ($11,275 
and  $2,536  respectively).  New  England  has  the  highest  rates,  averaging  $20,171  at  four-year  private  irwti- 
tutions  and  $4,727  at  four-year  publics.  (Table  4) 

This  year's  room  and  board  charges  are  between  3.6  and  4.8  percent  higher  than  the  previous  year.  Room 
and  board  averages  $5,959  at  four-year  private  colleges  and  $4,730  at  four-year  public  colleges.  (Table  1) 

In  the  1970s  there  was  little,  if  any,  real  growth  in  college  prices.  Since  1980,  however,  college  prices 
have  been  rising  at  twice  and  sometimes  three  times  the  Consumer  Price  Index.  Over  the  ten-year 
period  ending  in  1999-00,  after  adjusting  for  inflation,  average  public  four-year  tuition  and  fees  rose  51 
percent  compared  to  34  percent  for  private  four-year  colleges.  Since  1980-81,  both  public  and  private 
four-year  college  tuitions  increased  on  average  more  than  110  percent  over  inflation.  Private  college 
tuition  rose  most  sharply  in  the  early  and  mid-1980s,  while  public  tuition  increased  the  most  in  the 
late  1980s  and  early  1990s.  (Figure  4;  Tables  5  and  6a) 

More  than  half  of  the  students  attending  four-year  institutions  pay  less  than  $4,000  in  tuition  and  fees, 
and  almost  three  quarters  face  tuition  charges  of  less  than  $8,000.  About  7  percent  attend  institutions 
charging  tuition  of  $20,000  or  more  per  year.  For  most  Americans,  college  remains  accessible,  especially 
with  the  availability  of  more  than  $64  billion  in  financial  aid.  (Figures  1  and  8;  Table  9;  also  see  compan- 
ion Trends  in  Student  Aid  report) 

Combined  with  stagnant  family  income  over  the  past  15  years,  however,  trends  in  college  tuition  present 
serious  problems  for  low-  and  moderate-income  families.  While  average,  inflation-adjusted  tuition  has  more 
than  doubled  at  both  public  and  private  four-year  institutions,  median  family  income  has  risen  only  22  per 
cent  since  1981.  Student  aid,  meanwhile,  has  increased  in  total  value,  but  not  enough  to  keep  pace  with  the 
rise  in  tuition,  and  most  of  the  growth  in  aid  has  been  in  the  form  of  student  borrowing.  (Figure  6) 

Median  family  income,  moreover,  tells  only  part  of  the  story,  because  incomes  have  grown  steadily  less 
equal  during  the  1980s  and  1990s.  The  share  of  family  income  required  to  pay  college  expenses  has  in- 
creased for  many  families,  but  it  has  gone  up  the  most  for  those  on  the  lower  rungs  of  the  economic 
ladder.  (Figure  7;  Table  8) 

College  is  an  investment  for  a  lifetime.  Bachelor's  degree  recipients  earn  75  percent  more  (on  average) 
than  those  with  only  a  high  school  diploma.  Over  a  lifetime,  the  gap  in  earning  potential  between  the 
high  school  diploma  and  the  BA  (or  higher)  exceeds  $1,000,000.  While  the  cost  of  college  may  be  impos- 
ing to  many  families,  the  cost  associated  with  not  going  to  college  is  significant .  (Figure  13;  Table  12) 

In  1995-96,  tuition  and  fees  covered  28  percent  of  the  revenue  raised  by  institutions  of  higher  education. 
Although  the  federal  government  is  responsible  for  about  three-quarters  of  available  student  financial 
aid,  it  contributes  only  12  percent  of  the  total  revenues  of  colleges  and  universities.  The  states  contribute 
approximately  twice  that  amount.  In  1980-81,  tuition  and  fees  generated  21  percent  of  the  revenue  of 
institutions.  In  the  intervening  years,  a  decline  in  state  and  federal  funding  for  higher  education  has 
shifted  more  of  the  cost  burden  to  students  and  families.  (Figure  11) 

Enrollment  in  postsecondary  education  has  been  rising  for  all  income  groups  in  the  1980s  and  1990s.  Yet 
an  individual's  chances  of  entering  and  completing  college  remain  closely  correlated  with  economic  back- 
ground and  circumstance.  Wide  gaps  in  opportunity  persist  between  those  at  the  bottom  of  the  income 
ladder  and  those  at  the  top.  (Figure  9;  Table  10). 


TABLE  1.    Average  Fixed  Charges  for  Undergraduates,  1999-00 


Sector 

1999-00 

1998-99 

%  Change 

1999-00 

1998-99 

%  Change 
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Two-Year  Private 

7,182 

6,940 

3.5% 

4,583 

4,373 

4.8% 

Four- Year  Private  15,380  14,709  4.6% 


5,959 


5,754  3.6% 


TABLE  2.    Average  Expenses  in  Nonfixed  Budget  Components,  1999-00 
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Two-Year  Private 

681 

686 

1,132 

2,029 

932 

1,132 
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Four- Year  Private 


700 


558 


1,054 


2,324 


907 


1,189 


*  The  sample  was  too  small  to  provide  meaningful  information. 

These  are  enroUment-weigUtid  averages.  iiUcnded  to  reflect  the  average  costs  that  students  face  in  various  types  of  institutions. 

See  technical  notes  on  fia<^e  18  for  a  Jescrifttion  of  enrollment  weighting. 

SOURCL:  Annual  Survey  of  Colleges.  The  College  Board,  New  York,  NY, 
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FIGURE  2.      Average  and  Range  of  Tuition  and  Fee  Charges  at 
Postsecondarv  Institutions.  1999-00 
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SOURCE:  Annual  Surviy  of  Colleges.  The  College  Board,  New  York,  NY. 


TABLE  3.    Sample  Undergraduate  Budgets  (average),  1999-00 


Sector 


Resident 
Commuter 


Tuition         Books  &  Room 

&  Fees  Supplies        &  Board 


Trans-  Other  Total** 

portation       Expenses        Expenses 


Resident 

1,627 

625 

» 

If 

» 

* 

Commuter 

1,627 

625 

2,128 

997 

1,202 

6,599 

Resident 

7,182 

681 

4,583 

686 

1,132 

14,264 

Commuter 

7,182 

681 

2,029 

932 

1,132 

11,956 
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Resident 

3,356 

681 

4,730 

658 

1,484 

10,909 

Commuter 

3,356 

681 

2,213 

1,005 

1,519 

8,774 

Out-of-state 

8,706 

681 

4,730 

658 

1,484 

16,259 

M^B^BBtttKKtKKKKKtKKKK^^ 

15,380 
15,380 


700 
700 


5,959 
2,324 


558 
907 


1,054 
1,189 


•  The  sample  was  too  small  to  provide  meaningful  information. 

"Based  on  estimated  average  student  expenses. 

These  are  enrollment-weighted  averages,  inten'ded  to  reflect  the  average  costs  that  students  face  in  various  types  of  institutions. 

SOURCE:  Annual  Survey  of  Colleges,  The  College  Board,  New  York,  NY. 
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FIGURE  3.  Distribution  of 
Full-Time  Undergraduates  at 
Public  and  Private  Pour- 
Year  Institutions  by  Tuition 
and  Pees  Charged,  1999-00 
The  cover  graphic  on  this  report 
shows  the  distribution  of  full-time 
undergraduates  at  all  four-year 
colleges  and  universities,  by 
tuition  and  fees  charged.  The  two 
graphics  to  the  right  divide  this 
overall  picture  into  separate 
distributions  for  public  and 
private  institutions. 
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SOURCE:  Annual  Survey  of  Colleges,  The  College  Board,  New  York,  NY. 
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TABLE  4.    Average  Student  Expenses,  by  College  Board  Region,  1999-00 
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tNATIONAL 

2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 

2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 

IStftigiUlii-  iiiiilIlM 

2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 


mm^^:.'^ 


2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 


2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 


Tuition      Out-of-state      Books  &      Room  and 

&  Fees  tuition  supplies         board         Trans. 
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1,627 
7,182 
3,356 
15,380 

2,243 
14,332 
4,727 
20,171 

2,567 
9,139 
4,427 
16,046 


Other 
costs 


3,191 
5,350 

4,224 
5,998 

2,951 
4,447 


645 
681 
681 
700 

610 
719 
652 
708 

625 
685 
705 

672 


4,583  686  1,132 
4,730  658.  1,484 
5,959    558    1,054 


6,676 
5,205 
7,205 


5,409 
6,825 


507 
489 


532 
413 


1,110 
1,250 
1,004 


1,275 
984 


::.MmiMi^ 


Board  or\]y    Trans.    Other  costs 


■W  ...;: 


2,128 
2,029 
2,213 
2,324 


997 
932 
1,005 
907 


1,782 
1,898 
2,263 
2,103 


937 
876 
926 
843 


1,850  3,400 

7,583 

3,813  5,057 

14,558 


675 
690 
635 
693 


3,964 
4,512 
5,009 


575 
533 
532 


1,161 
1,543 
981 


2,464 

1,649 
2,270 
2,716 


1,202 
1,132 
1,519 
1,189 


2,349  1,034  1,331 

1,953  815  873 

2,047  945  1,206 

2,274  1,048  1,034 


1,163 
1,299 
1,421 
1,118 


1,142  1,060 

976  790 

1,189  1,532 

939  1,167 


1,024  1,213 

1,002  1,501 

954  1,545 

807  1,196 


2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 

2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 


1,106 

5,448 
2,536 
11,275 

1,076 


1,678 
4,880 

3,779 


658 
655 
663 
667 

651 


2,642 
3,759 
4,125 
4,634 


830 
819 
939 
718 


1,078 
1,180 
1,432 
1,294 


2,708 

6,819 

734 

5,534 

789 

1,721 

15,078 

780 

6,155 

654 

1,282 

1,946 
2,108 
2,180 
2,204 

2,237 


1,128  1,184 

1,147  1,362 

1,333  1,464 

1,092  1,342 

761  1,386 


2,224  812         1,618 

2,207        1,002        1,388 


SOURCE:  Annual  Survey  of  Colleges,  The  College  Board,  New  York,  NY. 

Note:  Averages  in  italicized  type  indicate  that  while  the  number  of  institutions  reporting  data  on  this  item  was  large  enough  to  support  an  analysis, 

the  sample  size  was  marginal.  Data  are  enrollment  weighted. 
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TABLE  5.    Average  Tuition  &  Fees  in  Current  and  Constant  Dollars, 
1971-72  to  1999-00 


Private 
Four  Year 


Private 
Two  Year 


Public 
Four  Year 


Public 
Two  Year 


t    ■i.f^'.K^ 


1,820 

1,172 

376 

192 

1,898 

1,221 

407 

233 

1,989 

1,303 

438 

274 

2,117 

1,367 

432 

277 

2,272 

.1/427. 

433 

245 

2,534 

1,592 

617 

283 

2,700 

1,706 

655 

306 

2,958 

1,831 

688 

327 

3,225 

2,062 

738 

355 

3,617 

2,413 

804 

391 

4,113 

2,605 

909 

434 

4,639 

3,008 

1,031 

473 

5,093 

3,099 

1,148 

528 

5,016 

3,404 

1,126 

599 

5,418 

3,719 

1,242    ' 

'"659 

5,793 

3,910 

1,337 

663 

7,110 

4,058 

._  .1,359^ ... 

:^.  J^^. 

7,693 

4,564 

1,566 

767 

8/737  „. 

...  A713_, .. 

1,694  ^ 

,,i^.842 

9,391 

5,003 

1,809 

884 

10,017 

5,290 

2,137 

1,022 

10,498 

5,621 

2,315 

1,292 

11,025 

6,175 

2,527 

1,229 

11,709 

6,511 

2,686 

1,298 

12,432 

6,350 

2,860 

1,387 

12,823 

6,673 

2,966 

1,394 

13,664 

6,855 

3,111 

1,501 

14,709 

6,940 

3,247 

1,554 

15,380 

7,182 

3356 

1,627 

Private 
Four  Year 


Private 
Two  Year 


Public 
Four  Year 


Public 
Two  Year 


7,351 

4,734 

1,519 

775 

7,369 

4,740 

1,580 

905 

7,090 

4,645 

1/561 

977 

6,793 

4,387 

1,386 

889 

6/809 

4/276 

,-.  1/298 

734 

7,176 

4,508 

1,747 

801 

.  7,1.65.. 

4/527 

1/738 

,812 

7,177 

4,443 

1,669 

793 

6,904 

4,414 

1,580 

760 

6,940 

4,630 

1,543 

750 

7,264 

4,601 

1,605 

.      766 

7,855 

5,094 

1,746 

801 

8,316 

5,060 

1^75 

862 

7,882 

5,349 

1,769 

941 

i3,275    '' 

5,680 

1,897 

1,007 

8,656 

5,842 

1,998 

991 

10,20X,_ 

5,822 

.1/950. 

986 

10,550 

6,259 

2,148 

1,052 

;  11,436^^^, 

.6,169^^ 

...2,217^^ 

_1,102 

11,655 

6,209 

2,245 

1,097 

12,046 

6,361 

2/570 

1,229 

12,242 

6,555 

2,700 

1,507 

12,532 

7,019 

2,872 

1,397 

12,938 

7,195 

2,968 

1,434 

13/373    . 

6,831 

3/077_ 

1,492 

13,411 

6,979 

3,102 

1,458 

14,041 

7,044 

3,197 

1,542 

14,870 

7,016 

3,283 

1,571 

15,380 

7,182 

3356 

1,627 

SOURCE:  1984-85  to  1999-00:  enrollment-weighted  data  from  the  Annual  Survey  of  Colleges,  The  College  Board,  New  York,  NY;  1971-72  to  1983-84:  non- 
weighted  data  from  Integrated  Postsecondary  Education  Data  System  (IPEDS),  U.S.  Department  of  Education,  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics. 
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TABLE  6.    Average  Annual  Tuition  and  Fees,  Room  and  Board, 

and  Total  Fixed-Costs  for  Undergraduates,  by  Institution  Type, 
in  Current  Dollars,  1989-90  to  1999-00 


AU  data  are  enrollment-weighted  averages,  intended  to  reflect  the  average  costs  that  students  face  in  various  tv-pes  of  institutions 
SOURCE:  Annual  Survey  of  Colleges,  The  College  Board,  New  York,  NY. 


TABLE  6a.  Average  Annual  Tuition  and  Fees,  Room  and  Board, 

and  Total  Fixed-Costs  for  Undergraduates,  by  Institution  Type, 
in  Constant  Dollars,  1989-90  to  1999-00 


P^»fp%|^^^g^||pti6^^^ 


89-90     90-91      91-92     92-93     93-94     94-95     95-96     96-97     97-98     98-99     99-00 


II)  l/r  ch.in;^,- 


1  'i  \ir   '..  ,  i\au;^v 


.......J.  ..  ^.\.:£^S2AkX.mt.. 


^y»">ffl^ 


T^r^3 


r;43^:4p55^2,046:i2,542m5?23l2;938  43,373 '^^ 


■MP^'^ 


Bsa»'i'g 


&^.* 


All  dav3  sr'j  enrollment-weighted  averages,  intended  to  f.-flt-ct  the  average  coits  th.it  students  fare  in  various  types  of  institutions. 
SOL'RCE  Annual  Sur-.t-y  of  Colleges,  The  College  Board,  ,\ew  York,  NY. 
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TABLE  7.    Tuition  and  Fees,  by  Region  and  Institution  Type, 
in  Current  Dollars,  1989-90  to  1999-00 


Sector 


89-90     90-91     91-92     92-93     93-94     94-95     95-96     96-97     97-98     98-99     99-00 


2-yr  public 
2-yr  priv  ate 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 

2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 

2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 

2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 
Midwestj 
2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 


842 
4,713 
1,694 
8,737 

1,172 
6,780 
2,067 
11,305 

1,336 
6,060 
1,721 
9,471 

697 
4,160 
1,760 
7,333 

1,118 
4,622 
1,991 
8,028 


884  1,022  1,292  1,229  1,298     1,387  1,394     1,567  1,554     1,627 

5,003  5,290  5,621  6,175  6,511     6,350  6,673     7,079  6,940  7,182 

1,809  2,137  2,315  2,527  2,686     2,860  2,966     3,111  3,247  3,356 

9,391  10,017  10,498  11,025  11,709   12,432  12,823   13,785  14,709   15,380 

1,356  1,749  1,891  2,134  2,236     2,23i)  2,285     2,343  2,302  2,243 

7,643  7,835  8,216  8,636  9,503    10,801  10,867  12,548  12,237  14,332 

2,550  3,439  3,650  3,921  4,168     4,272  4,313     4,487  4,635  4,727 

12,313  13,487  14,095  14,942  15,593   16,416  17,196  18,050  19,211  20,171 

IHHl^HBHHBiuBll^BEHHBiiHHEBBIBSiiBISBHIiBHii^^^^^ 

1,403  1,812  1,915  1,913  1,978     2,202  2,497     2,602  2,622  2,567 

6,440  7,098  7,684  8,330  8,827     8,001  7,987     8,728  9,276  9,139 

2,081  2,770  3,129  3,261  3,490     3,876  3,892     4,054  4,201  4,427 

9,967  10,469  11,079  11,669  12,396  13,201  13,603  14,603  15,381  16,046 

712  840        907  969  1,002     1,028  1,075     1,180  1,235  1,290 

4,571  4,617  4,691  5,569  6,586     7,426  7,047     8,387  9,250  8,383 

1,804  1,873  2,027  2,175  2,265     2,337  2,419     2,541  2,675  2,748 

7,856  8,478  8,996  9,541  10,096   10,777  11,124   11,961  12,636  13,l.S'i 

1,201  1,273  1,400  1,516  1,554     1,632  1,687     1,767  1,834  1,850 

4,360  4,541  5,663  6,135  6,301     6,361  6,681     6,662  7,950  7,583 

2,132  2,348  2,523  2,780  2,930     3,104  3,251     3,440  3,647  3,813 

8,800  9,446  10,075  10,656  11,203   11,875  12,433   13,277  14,007  14,558 


2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 


fmmm^'^m^^m^^ 


540 
2,850 
1,140 
5,642 


2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 


398 
2,592 
1,325 
8,309 


599  665        701  743  756 

2,904  3,121  3,555  3,338  3,989 

1,176  1,284  1,411  1,534  1,707 

6,528  7,106  7,542  7,976  8,691 

405  477        636  794  812 

2,662  2,714  2,781  3,251  3,407 

1,398  1,673  1,973  2,267  2,467 

9,028  9,793  10,252  10,884  11,616 


812 
4,008 
1,910 
9,019 

808 
3,404 
2,561 
12,245 


895        894 

4,121  5,079 

2,147  2,363 

9,522  10,123 

834        925 

3,337  3,558 

2,588  2,680 

12,893  13,587 


995 


2,526 
10,701 


5,448 
2,536 
11,275 


1,053  1,076 
3,779       — 

2,660  2,708 

14,290  15,078 


All  il.il.i  Ate  rnrolIiiH'fit-wfi^'Jili-cl  .iv«t. 


y,i-,,  inliii.liil  li.  ri-llr.  I  llir  .iv.i.ij;.- 
(  (.ll.-^i-  lliuird,  Ni'w  Y.irk,  NY 


i'.l',  tli.il  ■.lull,  ill',  (.1, 1-  III  V.1IMIII-.  lyj.i-,  of  ur.lilNlKiii 


TABLE  7a.  Tuition  and  Fees,  by  Region  and  Institution  Type, 
in  Constant  Dollars,  1989-90  to  1999-00 


CollSSe 
O  Board 


iiiii^ 


2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 

2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 

2-yr  public 
2-yT  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 

2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 

2-yT  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 


Sector 

National  iiii^;^:?il| 

2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 
ySfew  England 
2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 
sMiddleSUtM  x. 


89-90     90-91     91-92     92-93     93-94     94-95     95-96     96-97     97-98     98-99     99-00 


1,102  1,097 

6,169  6,209 

2,217  2,245 

11,436  11,655 

1,534  1,683 

8,874  9,486 

2,706  3,165 

14,797  15,281 

1,749  1,741 

7,932  7,992 

2,253  2,583 

12,397  12,370 


1,229     1,507 

6,361  6,555 

2,570  2,700 

12,046  12,242 

2,103  2,205 

9,422  9,581 

4,136  4,256 

16,219  16,436 

2,179  2,233 

8,536  8,960 

3,331  3,649 

12,589  12,919 


1,397  1,434  1,492  1,458 

7,019  7,195  6,831  6,979 

2,872  2,968  3,077  3,102 

12,532  12,938  13,373  13,411 

2,426  2,471  2,399  2,390 

9,816  10,501  11,619  11,366 

4,457  4,606  4,596  4,511 

16,984  17,230  17,659  17,985 


1,610 
7,274 
3,197 
14,165 

2,408 
12,894 
4,611 
18,548 


1,571  1,627 

7,016  7,182 

3,283  3,356 

14,870  15,380 


2,327  2,243 

12,371  14,332 

4,686  4,727 

19,421  20,171 


912        884  1,010  1,058 

5,445  5,673  5,552  5,470 

2,304  2,239  2,252  2,364 

9,624  9,750  10,195  10,490 

1,463  1,491  1,531  1,633 

6,050  5,411  5,461  6,604 

2,606  2,646  2,824  2,942 

10,508  10,921  11,359  11,749 

706  743        800  817 

3,730  3,604  3,753  4,146 

1,492  1,459  1,544  1,645 

7,385  8,102  8,545  8,795 


2,174 
9,468 
3,707 
13,264 

1,101 
6,330 
2,472 
10,845 

1,723 
6,973 
3,160 
12,112 

845 
3,794 
1,744 
9,066 


2,186 
9,754 
3,856 
13,697 

1,107 
7,277 
2,503 
11,156 

1,717 
6,963 
3,238 
12,379 

835 
4,408 
1,886 
9,603 


2,369 
8,607 
4,170 
14,201 

1,106 
7,988 
2,514 
11,593 

1,756 
6,843 
3,339 
12,774 


2,612 
8,353 
4,071 
14,227 

1,124 
7,370 
2,530 
11,634 

1,764 
6,988 
3,400 
13,004 


2,674  2,651 

8,969  9,378 

4,166  4,247 

15,006  15,549 

1,213  1,249 

8,618  9,351 

2,611  2,704 

12,291  12,774 

1,816  1,854 

6,846  8,037 

3,535  3,687 

13,643  14,160 


873  936 

4,312  4,310 

2,055  2,246 

9,702  9,959 


919      1,006 
5,219       — 

2,428  2,554 

10,402  10,818 


2,567 
9,139 
4,427 
16,046 

1,290 
8,383 
2,748 
13,186 

1,850 
7,583 
3,813 
14,558 

1,106 
5,448 
2,536 
11,275 


/0-i/r  ihuH^r 


3,944 

709 
5,458 
2,021 
5,374 

818 
1,207 
2,174 
3,649 

378 
2,938 

444 
3,562 

387 
1,533 
1,207 
4,050 


521   503   574   741  903   897  869   872  950  1,065  1,076 

—   3,304  3,264  3,243  3,695  3,765  3,662  3,490  3,656  3,820   — 

1,734  1,735  2,012  2,301  2,577  2,726  2,755  2,707  2,754  2,689  2,708 

10,876  11,204  11,776  11,955  12,372  12,836  13,172  13,485  13,962  14,446  15,078 


400 
1,718 
1,044 

3,890 

555 

974 
4,202 


lU  Iff  %  (Uan^c 


47 
15 
97 
29 

41 
54 
19 
37 

26 
25 
46 
39 


57 
46 
70 
5T 

107 

56 
39 


All  data  are  enrollment-weighted  averages,  irtended  to  reflect  the  average  costs  that  students  face  in  various  types  of  institutions. 
SOURCE:  Annual  Survey  of  Colleges,  The  College  Board,  New  York,  NY. 
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Midwest 


Midwest  1989-90        1999-00      %  Change 


2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 


1,463 
6.050 
2,606 
10,508 


1,850 
7,583 
3,813 
14,558 


26 
25 
46 
39 
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$4,000- 


$1,076 
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West 


2-yr  public     2-yr  private    4-yr  public     4-yr  private 
1989-90  1999-00        %  Change 


2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 


521 

1,734 
10,876 


1,076 

2,708 
15,078 


107 

56 
39 


Southwest 


$20,000 

$16,000 

$12,000 

$8,000 

$4,000 


.$11,275. 


$5,448 
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2-yr  public     2-yr  private    4-yr  public     4-yr  private 
Southwest  1989-90  1999-00       %  Change 


2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 


706 
3,730 
1,492 
7,385 


1,106 
5.448 
2,536 
1 1 ,275 


57 
46 
70 
53 


FIGURE  5 


Regional  Tuitic 

by  College  Board  Re 


NOTE:  All  trend  data  adjusted  for  iniUtion  (constant  dollars). 

" — "  sample  too  small  to  provide  meaningful  information. 

SOLfRCE:  The  Annual  Survey  of  Colleges,  The  College  Board,  New  York,  NY. 
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New  England 


AND  Fee  Charges 

n,  1989-90  and  1999-00. 


New  England 

i  States  (Includes  Puerto  Rico) 
(includes  Alaska  and  Hawaii) 
Midwest 


Southwest 
South— 


$20,000  - 


$20,171 


$14,332 


$0|         I         I         I 

2-yr  public    2-yr  private    4-yr  public     4-yr  private 

New  England   1989-90    1999-00   %  Change 


2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 


1,534 
8.874 
2,706 
14.797 


2,243 
14.332 

4.727 
20,171 


46 
61 
75 
36 


Middle  States 


2-yr  public    2-yr  private    4-yr  public    4-yr  private 
Middle  States      1989-90         1999-00        %  Change 


2-yr  public 
2-yr  private 
4-yr  public 
4-yr  private 


1,749 
7.932 
2.253 
12.397 


2,567 
9.139 
4,427 
16,046 


47 
15 
97 
29 


South 
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South 


2-yr  public     2-yr  private    4-yr  public     4-yr  private 
1989-90         1999-00        %  Change 
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41 

5,445 

8.383 

54 
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FIGURE  6.      Inflation-Adjusted  Changes  in  Tuition,  Family  Income,  and  Student  Aid, 
1988-89  to  1998-99  and  1980-81  to  1998-89 
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SOURCE:  Annual  Survey  of  Colleges  &  Trends  in  Student  Aid  1999,  The  College  Board,  New  York,  NY. 
NOTE:  The  end-year  for  this  graphic  analysis  is  1998-99  rather  than  1999-00  because  family  income 
and  financial  aid  data  are  not  available  for  the  latter  year. 


FIGURE  7.      Cost  of  Attendance  of  Four-Year  Public  and  Private  Institutions, 
as  a  Share  of  Family  Income,  1972-73  to  1999-00 


Public  Four- Year 


Private  Four-year 


70%-| 

60%- 

50%- 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 


0% 
1972-73 


1 r 

1981-82 


Low  incoflne 


Middle  income 
High  income 


1991-92 


199900 


t  I 

1972-73 


180''/( 
160"/ 
140°/ 
120''/( 
hlOO'/f 

-  80% 

-  60% 
■40% 
•  20% 


1981-82 


1991-92 


■0% 
1999-00 


SOURCE:  Annual  Survey  of  Colleges,  The  College  Board,  New  York,  NY;  data  pre-1984-85  from  Integrated  Postsecondary  Education  Data 
System  (IPEDS),  U.S.  Department  of  Education,  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics;  income  data  from  the  US.  Department  of 
Commerce,  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 
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TABLE  9.     Aid  Awarded  to  Postsecondary  Students,  1988-89  to  1998-99 
in  Current  and  Constant  Dollars  (in  Millions) 


Current  Dollars 


Constant  Dollars 


Prrli'vm.iry 


:'ii^SS-89^'^^^^i^8^t^^mi968^^^^^ki998^9^^^i^^ 


Uaiit 


4,47h 

7,242 

6,071 

7,242 

19 

408 

614 

554 

614 

11 

72 

25 

98 

25 

-74 

625 

1,002 

848 

1,002 

18 

874 

1,058 

1,185 

1,058 

-11 

5 

- 

7 

- 

- 

11,021 

- 

11,021 

- 

(6,039) 

- 

(6,039) 

- 

(3,775) 

- 

(3,775) 

- 

(1,203) 

- 

(1,208) 

11,985 

22,643 

16,258 

22,643 

39 

(9,319) 

(11,969) 

(12,642) 

(11,969) 

-5 

- 

(8,484) 

- 

(8,484) 

12 

(2,(IV>) 

- 

(2,733) 

(6,5/; 

(2,190) 

(88 -i) 

(2,190) 

148 

1,4'>8 

2,365 

2,(J32 

2,365 

16 

19,943 

45,970 

27,053 

45,970 

70 

1,581 

3,528 

2,144 

3,528 

65 

- 

2,417 

- 

2,417 

- 

(438) 

- 

(438) 

- 

(1,979) 

- 

(1,979) 

3,978 


25,502 


12,209 


5,397 


12,209 


64,124       34,594 


64,124 


126 


85 


I 


SUURel.    Irrml-i  in  ^ludnil  Atii  199'),  "nr/  Cdlk'gc  Bo.irci,  N'.-w  YorK  NY 


FIGURE  8.      Estimated  Student  Aid  by  Source  for  Academic  Year, 
in  Current  Dollars,  1998-99 


Institutional  and  Other  Grants  ($12.2) 


Federal  Pell  Grants  (S7.2) 


State  Grant  Programs  ($3.5) 

Federal  Campus-Based  ($2.7) 

Other  f  c'dcral  Programs  ($2.4)    "^^3.8% 
Non-Federal  Loans  ($2.4) 


TOTAL  AID 
AWARDED 

($64.1) 


Federal  Loans  ($33.7) 
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TABLE:  10.  College  rarticipation  Kales  for  Unmarried  18-  to  24- 
Year-Old  High  School  Graduates,  1970  to  1997,  by 
Family  Income  Quartile,  in  Percent 


Year 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

1996 

1997 


FIGURE  9. 

College  Participation  Rates 
for  Unmarried  18-  to  24- 
Year-Old  High  School 
Graduates,  1970  to  1997,  by 
Family  Income  Quartile 


^^^^^^^HMHH| 

^^^^^^^mmm^^m 

Below  $25,063 

$25,064  to  $47,405 

$47,406  to  $74,583 

Above  $74,584 

46 

56 

64 

79 

.47  ■.: 

57  , 

62 

77 

45 

56 

-64 

74 

'  44  ' 

54 

64 

72 

44 

52 

60 

74 

47 

54 

.63 

'75 

45 

56 

66 

76 

.  J  ..  .  46 

54 

60 

76 

45 

52 

62 

71 

45 

52 

61 

67 

42 

53 

63 

69 

..  .  '"  43 

53 

67 

69 

42 

52 

62 

72 

'[.{.  '/  ^42  '     / 

..::..  52 

63 

74 

40 

54 

66 

72 

...    41 

:■: ::-;..53 ,. 

67 

.76    .  , 

42 

54 

65   ' 

77 

'MI:-..^ ;.. 

44 

;■■_ 7 ■■;  ■'  58  ' 
57 

66  , 

69" 

79 

79 

.56 

67 

78 

44 

59 

:    64 

69 

_  '  75' 

79 

84  •   '-■■•■■ 

52 

64 

75 

86 

l^'r    49  "''_'   '^; 

65 

77 

88 

58 

68 

77 

88 

52 

67 

75' 

88 

54 

66 

75 

85 

" 53 

68 

76 

89 

SOURCE:  Mortenson,  T.  (1999),   Po^lsecondary  Education  Opportunity,  Oskaloosa,  lA 
(www.postsecondary.org).  Analysis  ba.st'd  on  U.S.  Census  Bureau  data. 
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Above  574,584 

$47,406  to  $74,583 
$25,064  to  $47,405 

Below  S25,063 


1997 


SOURCE:  Mortenson,  T  (1999).   PoitseamJary  Education  Opportunity,  CKk.iluosa.  lA. 
Analysis  based  on  U.S.  Census  Bureau  data. 
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TABLE  11. 


Enrollment-Weighted  Average  Tuition  and  Fee  Charges  for  Arts  in  Canada  by 
Province,  1972-73, 1980-81  to  1999-00,  in  Constant  U.S.  Dollars 


1  XiJK'M 

1    ie  ff 

u. 

.  ■^•U^K  ' 

.:>■•  J" ,  ',     '  '. 

■  •■  11,  ■•  li.'.- 

^.  r,-j....,- 

yv.-r.',.-,!.';'^ 

72-73 

1,414 

1,316 

1,447 

1,718 

1,541 

1,318 

1,525 

1,118 

1,099 

1,053 

1,184 

80-81 

918 

819 

1,125 

1,174 

1,073 

644 

1,072 

804 

910 

788 

764 

81-82 

919 

826 

1,137 

;      1,177 

1,091 

596 

1,097 

802 

902 

725 

805 

82-83 

'1,002 

976 

1,285 

1,302 

1,228 

571 

1,210 

769 

947 

832 

981 

83-84 

1,022 

987 

.     1,328 

1,448 

1,293 

551 

1,211 

836 

977 

849 

1,048 

84-85 

1,057 

997 

1,353 

1,503 

1342 

531 

1,235 

888 

1,031 

872 

1,334 

85-86 

1,080 

1,041 

1,398 

1,520 

1,407 

516 

1,258 

936 

1,081 

880 

1,430 

86-87 

1,111    : 

1,069 

1,499 

1,560 

1,492 

507 

1,286 

1,005 

1,118 

883 

1,454 

87-88 

1,147 

1,077 

.      1,517 

1,572 

1,526 

484 

1,312 

1,066 

1,188 

953 

1,568 

88-89 

1,138 

1,082 

1,524 

1,572 

1,568 

477 

1,317 

1,112 

1,224 

938 

1,424 

89-90 

1,174 

1,136 

1,526 

1,600 

1,576 

455 

1,359 

1,168 

i;232 

964 

1,462 

90-91 

1,258 

1,131 

1,548 

1,634 

1,597 

759 

1,390 

1,191 

1,283 

1,046 

1,453 

91-92 

1,397 

1,258 

1,728 

1,794 

1,647 

1,066 

.  1,455 

1,414 

1,477 

1,240 

1,558 

92-93 

1,484 

1,344 

1,802 

1,909 

1,766 

1,150 

1,509 

1,599 

1,658 

1,427 

1,681 

93-94 

1,560 

1,541 

1,918 

2,054 

1,814 

1,191 

..    1,573 

1,634 

1,776 

1,671 

1,732 

94-95 

1,661 

1,610 

1,962 

2,187 

1,762 

1,270 

1,681 

1,671 

1,840 

1,854 

1,842 

95-96 

.1,739     , 

1,686 

2,056 

2,291 

1,819 

1,236 

1,801 

1,708 

1,889 

2,000 

1,887 

96-97 

1,882     . 

1,893 

2,070 

2,482 

1,960 

1,130 

.  2,081 

1,767 

1,883 

2,104 

1,870 

97-98 

2,054 

2,194 

2,194 

2,590 

2,089 

1,526 

-  2;264 

1,853 

2,069 

2,228 

1,710 

98-99 

2,163 

2,158 

2,268 

2,675 

2,188 

1,561 

'     2,421 

1,866 

2,144 

2,365 

1,680 

99-00 

2,290 

2,237 

2,359 

2,788 

2,256 

1,618 

2,624 

1,993 

2,145 

2,480 

1,674 

SOURCE:  Statistics  Canada,  1999. 


FIGURE  10.     Ten-Year  Percent  Change  in  Enrollment-Weighted  Tuition  &  Fee  Charges  for  Arts 
in  Canada  by  Province,  1989-90  to  1999-00  (Adjusted  for  Inflation) 
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FIGURE  11.    Current-Fund  Revenues  for  Institutions  of  Higher  Education,  1980-81  and  1995-96 


1980-81 

Sales  and  Services  (21%)    ^_^         Other  Sources  (3%) 


Endowment  Income  (2%) 
Private  Gifts,  Grants, 
and  Contracts  (5%) 
Local  Governments  (3%) 


State  Government  (31%) 


Tuition  and  Fees  (21°/< 


1995-96 


Sales  and  Services  (22%) 


Other  Sources  (4%) 


Endowment  Income  (2% 

Private  Gifts,  Grants, 
and  Contracts  (6%) 

Local  Governments  (3%) 


Federal  Government  (15%) 


Tuition  and  Fees  (28% 


State  Government  (23%)    -^^«   H-^^'     Federal  Government  (12%) 
SOURCE:  Digest  of  Education  Statistics  1998,  National  Center  for  Education  Statistics,  U.S.  Department  of  Education.  Table  328,  Page  352. 


FIGURE  12.  Distribution  ofFull-Time  Undergraduates  at  Four-Year  Institutions 
by  Tuition  and  Fees  Charged,  1999-00 
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TABLE  12.    Average  Income  by  Educational  Attainment  for  Persons  18  Years  Old 
and  Over,  1975  to  1997  (Inflation  Adjusted  for  1999) 


1 

Current  Dollar; 

> 

1 

Constant  Dollars 

Year 

Total 

No             High 
High  School    School 
Diploma     Diploma 

Some 
College 

BA 

Advanced 
Degree 

Total 

No             High 
High  School    School 
Diploma     Diploma 

Some 
College 

BA 

Advanced 
Degree 

1975 

8,552 

6,198 

7,843 

8,388 

12,332 

16,725 

26,302 

19,062 

24,121 

25,797 

37,927 

51,438 

1976 

9,180 

6,720 

8,393 

8,813 

13,033 

17,911 

26,699 

19,545 

24,411 

25,632 

37,906 

52,093 

1977 

9,887 

7,066 

9,013 

9,607 

14,207 

19,077 

27,000 

19,296 

24,613 

26,236 

38,798 

52,097 

1978 

10,812 

7,759 

9,834 

10,357 

15,291 

20,173 

27,433 

19,687 

24,951 

26,278 

38,797 

51,184 

1979 

11,795 

8,420 

10,624 

11,377 

16,514 

21,874 

26,900 

19,203 

24,229 

25,946 

37,662 

49,886 

1980 

12,665 

8,845 

11,314 

12,409 

18,075 

23,308 

25,437 

17,765 

22,724 

24,923 

36,303 

46,813 

1981 

13,624 

9,357 

12,109 

13,176 

19,006 

25,281 

24,800 

17,033 

22,042 

23,985 

34,597 

46,020 

1982 

14,351 

9,387 

12,560 

13,503 

20,272 

26,915 

24,614 

16,100 

21,543 

23,160 

34,770 

46,164 

1983 

15,137 

9,853 

13,044 

14,245 

21,532 

28,333 

25,155 

16,374 

21,676 

23,672 

35,782 

47,083 

1984 

16,083 

10,384 

13,893 

14,936 

23,072 

30,192 

25,625 

16,545 

22,135 

23,797 

36,760 

48,104 

1985 

17,181 

10,24 

15,939 

18,054 

26,919 

35,968 

27,700 

17,224 

23,218 

26,299 

39,212 

52,394 

1988 

20,060 

11,889 

16,750 

19,066 

28,344 

37,724 

28,076 

16,640 

23,443 

26,685 

39,670 

52,798 

1989 

21,414 

12,242 

17,594 

20,255 

30,736 

41,019 

28,591 

16,345 

23,491 

27,043 

41,037 

54,767 

1990 

21,793 

12,582 

17,820 

20,694 

31,112 

41,458 

27,607 

15,939 

22,574 

26,215 

39,412 

52,518 

I     1991 

22,332 

12,613 

18,261 

20,551 

31,323 

46,039 

27,140 

15,329 

22,193 

24,976 

38,067 

55,951 

1992 

23,227 

12,809 

18,737 

20,867 

32,629 

48,652 

27,398 

15,109 

22,102 

24,614 

38,488 

57,389 

1993 

24,674 

12,820 

19,422 

21,539 

35,121 

55,789 

28,270 

14,689 

22,253 

24,678 

40,240 

63,921 

1994 

25,852 

13,697 

20,248 

22,226 

37,224 

56,105 

28,867 

15,295 

22,610 

24,818 

41,566 

62,649 

1995 

26,792 

14,013 

21,431 

23,862 

36,980 

56,667 

29,101 

15,221 

23,278 

25,918 

40,167 

61,550 

1996 

28,106 

15,011 

22,154 

25,181 

38,112 

61,317 

29,659 

15,840 

23,378 

26,572 

40,217 

64,704 

1997 

29,514 

16,124 

22,895 

26,235 

40,478 

63,229 

30,433 

16,626 

23,608 

27,052 

41,738 

65,198 

Source:  U.S.  Source 
U.S.  Department  of 


U.S.  Census  Bureau,  March  Current  Population  Survey.  Income  Statistics  Branch/HHES  Division. 
Commerce:  Washington,  DC. 


FIGURE  13. 

Income  by  Educational 
Attainment  for  Persons  18 
Years  Old  and  Over,  1975  to 
1997  (Inflation  Adjusted  for 
1999) 
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Bachelor's  Degree 
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High  School  Diploma 

No  High  School  Diploma 
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Source:  U.S.  Source:  U.S.  Census  Bureau.  March  Current  Population  Survey.  Income 
Statistics  Branch/HHES  Division  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce:  Washington,  DC. 
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Notes  &  Sources 

Source  of  Data 

Averages  and  rates  of  change  described 
in  the  press  release  are  based  on  data  re- 
ported by  colleges  and  universities  as  part 
of  the  College  Board's  Annual  Survey  of 
Colleges  (ASC).  Data  analysis  was  per- 
formed by  the  College  Scholarship  Service 
(CSS),  the  financial  aid  arm  of  the  College 
i3()ard. 

Data  were  collected  on  questionnaires  dis- 
tributed in  early  1999,  and  subjected  to  in- 
tensive review  and  follow-up  where  nec- 
essary throughout  the  spring  and  summer 
months.  The  data  base  for  this  analysis 
was  closed  in  late  August. 

In  an  effort  to  collect  comparable  price  in- 
formation, institutions  were  asked  to  pro- 
vide data  to  specifications  for  several  dis- 
crete items  (e.g.,  the  annual  tuition  and 
fees  charged  to  most  first-year,  full-time 
students,  based  on  a  nine-month  academic 
year  of  30  semester  hours  or  45  quarter 
hours).  Iffirni  1999-2000  figures  were  not 
yet  established  at  the  time  the  data  were 
analyzed,  but  a  reliable  institutional  or 
system-wide  forecast  was  available,  pro- 
jected data  were  used  in  the  analysis. 

Composition  of  the  Sample 

Data  from  approximately  99  percent  of  the 
respondents  (2.808  of  2,831)  to  the  Annual 
Survey  of  Colleges  were  examined  as  part 
of  this  year's  analysis.  Following  past 
practice,  the  sample  was  further  reduced 
to  include  only  those  institutions  for  which 
two  consecutive  years'  worth  of  current 


Tabic  A.  Composition  of  Sample  for  Tuition  and  Fees  (T&F)  Analysis 


Sample  N 

Percentage  of  institution^ 

included  in 

in  Sample  where 

Universe 

T&F"Analvsis 

T&F 

are  projected  (not  firni) 

2-yr  Public 

1,004 

690    (69';'o) 

<1%    3  schools 

2-yr  Pri\ate 

121 

76     (63%) 

0%      0  schools 

4-yr  Public 

556 

503  ■  r90"/o) 

0"..     0  schools 

4-yr  Private 

1.150 

1,015  (88";,) 

0"'o      0  schools 

price  and  enrollment  data  was  available 
(see  Table  A).  The  purpose  of  this  restric- 
tion is  to  minimize  the  distortions  that 
might  otherwise  be  caused  by  institutions 
responding  one  year  and  not  the  next,  and 
thus  appearing  and  disappearing  in  the 
sample. 

Because  institutions  are  not  required  to  re- 
port information  in  all  categories,  rates  of 
response  \ary  considerably  by  budget  com- 
ponent. With  the  single  exception  of  "Books 
and  Supplies,"  which  draws  a  response  rate 
similar  to  that  for  "Tuition  and  Fees,"  av- 
erages in  particular  cells  (e.g.,  room  and 
board)  are  always  derived  from  smaller 
subsets  of  the  whole.  Tables  such  as  the 
foregoing  are  constructed  for  every  data  cell 
to  ensure  that  there  are  sufficient  observa- 
tions to  support  analysis. 

Restricting  the  analysis  to  those  institu- 
tions for  which  two  consecutive  years' 
worth  of  data  are  available  also  requires 
that  CSS  annually  recompute  the  base-year 
averages  at  the  same  time  as  it  calculates 
new  averages  and  rates  of  change.  Thus, 
the  base-year  values  for  1998-99  used  in 
this  new  analysis  differ  somewhat  from 
the  1998-99  averages  that  were  reported 
last  year. 


"Fixed  Charges"  and  "Estimated  Expen- 
ditures" 

The  1999-2000  data  analysis  differentiates 
between  fixed  charges  (sometimes  also 
called  "direct  charges"),  such  as  tuition, 
fees,  and  on-campus  room  and  board,  and 
estimated  student  expenditures  in  non- 
fixed  budget  categories,  such  as  books  and 
supplies,  transportation,  personal  ex- 
penses, and  commuters'  board-only  ex- 
penses. 

Both  kinds  of  expenses  should  be  taken 
into  account  by  families  in  planning  to 
meet  educational  expenses,  and  by  insti- 
tutions in  constructing  student  aid  bud- 
gets for  purposes  of  determining  need  and 
eligibility.  However,  students  do  have 
some  degree  of  discretionary  control  over 
the  non-fixed  components  of  their  bud- 
gets. 

"Enrollment-Weighted"  and 
"Unweighted"  Averages 
This  report  provides  enrollment-weighted 
averages,  or  average  prices,  that  students 
confront.  The  College  Board  also  calculates 
unweighted  average  tuition  charges. 


TABLE  15.  Average  Fixed  Charges  for  Undergraduates,  1999-00  (unweighted) 


Sector 


Two- Year  Private 


Four-Year  Private 


1999-00  1998-99         %  Change 


7,744 


7,584 


m^-^--:mmmM 


12,894 


12,311 


5% 


*  The  sample  was  too  small  to  provide  meaninghal  information. 
These  averages  are  NOT  weighted  for  enrollment,  as  in  Table  1. 

SOURCE:  Annual  Survey  of  Colleger,  The  College  Board,  New  York,  NY. 


4,474 


.J>^iP^:-?^- 


5,224 


5,031 


4% 
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Weighted  and  unweighted  averages  rep- 
resent two  different  vantage  points  from 
which  costs  can  be  viewed: 

•  The  experience  of  the  average  student 
in  incurring  charges  [weighted],  and 

•  An  averaging  of  institutional  charges 
[unweighted]. 


When  weights  are  used  in  the  calculations, 
fixed  charges  and  estimated  expenditures 
reported  by  colleges  with  larger  enroll- 
ments are  weighted  more  heavily  than  in- 
stitutions with  smaller  enrollments.  When 
calculations  are  performed  without 
weighting,  the  fixed  charges  and  esti- 
mated expenditures  of  all  reporting  insti- 
tutions are  treated  the  same  and  simply 
averaged. 

Neither  set  of  averages  is  more  or  less  "cor- 
rect" than  the  other;  they  simply  describe 
different  phenomena.  The  College  Board 
produced  weighted  averages  for  the  first 
time  in  1987,  having  previously  computed 
unweighted  averages  only.  The  College 
Board  believes  that  the  weighted  averages 
are  generally  more  helpful  to  students  and 
families  in  planning  to  meet  future  edu- 
cation expenses,  as  well  as  more  easily 
compared  with  other  enrollment- 
weighted  data  produced  by  other  major 
data  sources. 

However,  some  researchers,  policy  ana- 
lysts, and  academic  administrators  find 
the  unweighted  averages  useful  in  main- 
taining ongoing  longitudinal  studies  and 
evaluating  a  particular  institution's  prac- 
tices against  a  larger  set.  Thus  the  College 
Board  continues  to  compute  and  publish 
unweighted  averages  as  well.  For  addi- 
tional information  on  how  the  weights  are 


applied,  please  contact  the  College  Board 
or  visit  College  Board  Online. 

Inflation  Adjustment 

The  Consumer  Price  Index  for  all  urban 
dwellers  (the  CPI-U)  is  used  to  adjust  for 
inflation.  Updated  CPI  data  are  available 
from  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  website 
{http://stats.bls.gov/cpihome.htm).  The  aca- 
demic base  year  for  1998-99  was  extrapo- 
lated from  current  CPI  data  and  is  inclu- 
sive of  July  1999  to  June  2000  (esHmated). 

Formula  for 
Constant  Dollar  Conversion 


CONSTANT 

(base  If  tar)  ' 
Dollars  ,' 


CURR  ENT         CPI  for  the  base  year 
year       X 


dollars 


CPI  for  the  current 
year 


The  table  below  provides  academic  and 
calendar  year  CPI  data.  The  factor  column 
provides  the  user  with  a  multiplication 
factor  equal  to  that  of  CPI  (base  year)  di- 
vided by  CPI  (current  year),  as  illustrated 
in  the  right-hand  side  of  the  above  equa- 
tion. A  simple  multiplication  of  a  current 
year  figure  by  the  associated  factor  will 
yield  a  constant-dollar  result. 

Consumer  Price  Index  (1982-84=100) 


Academic 


1.3089 
1.2411 
1.2025 
1.1661 
1.1367 
1.1050 
1.0757 
1.0459 
1.0276 
1.0109 
1.0000 


Calendar  Year 


Year        CPI       Factor 


1989 


^1990  J    130.7 
"1991,^     136.2 


;a992^; 


124.0 


140.3 
144.5 
148.2 
152.4 
156.9 
160.5 
162.9 
165.5 


1.3352 
1.2668 
1.2153 
1.1796 
1.1458 
1.1166 
1.0862 
1.0552 
1.0311 
1.0163 
1.0000 


Data  Limitations 

The  longitudinal  data  provided  in  this  re- 
port provide  a  best  approximation  of  the 
changes  in  fixed  and  non-fixed  costs  from 
year  to  year.  Because  the  institutional 
sample  varies  slightly  each  year,  annual  in- 
creases reported  on  longitudinal  tables  may 
vary  slightly  from  actual  increases.  This, 
however,  does  not  apply  to  the  annual 
changes  reported  for  1999-00  and  1998-99, 
as  these  data  are  derived  from  the  exact 
same  sample  of  institutions. 

Data  from  years  prior  to  1984-85  were  ex- 
tracted from  the  National  Center  for  Edu- 
cation Statistics'  Integrated  Postsecondary 
Education  Database  System  (IPEDS).  Dif- 
ferences in  the  collection  and  analysis  of 
IPEDS  data  and  the  College  Board's  An- 
nual Survey  of  Colleges  data  result  in  slight 
variations  in  terms  of  average  tuition  and 
fee  charges  for  institutions.  Some  of  these 
differences  may  be  attributed  to  the  en- 
rollment weights  attached  to  the  ASC  data. 
Internal  analysis,  however,  shows  that  the 
two  data  sets  track  very  closely. 

Canadian  Tuition  and  Fee  Data 

Quebec  data  includes  both  in  and  out  of 
province  students  in  the  weigh  ted -aver- 
age calculation.  British  Columbia  includes 
both  public  and  private  institutions  in  the 
weighted-average  calculation.  Data  is 
compiled  from  Statistics  Canada.  Cur- 
rency exchange  rate  of  $1.47536  as  of  Sep- 
tember 27,  1999. 
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This  report  provides  the  most  recent  and  complete  statistics 
available  on  pricing  of  U.S.  public  and  private  non-profit 
postsecondar}'  institutions.  Based  on  the  College  Boards 
Annual  Survey  of  Colleges,  data  presented  in  this 
publication  cover  tuition  and  fees,  room  and  board,  and 
other  costs  associated  with  going  to  college. 


The  Washington  Office  of  the  College  Board  conduct  » 
research  relevant  to  public  polic}'  issues  in  education.  Th|! 
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by  calling  (800)  323-71 55  Monday  through  Friday.  8  am  | 
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MEMORANDUM 


DATE:  December  9,  1999 

TO:  Board  of  Trustees 


R.  Day,(jr:3^  A( 


FROM:  Dr.  Philip  R.  Day.Ur^ 

Chancellor 

SUBJECT:     Legislative  Analyst  Projections  1999-00  to  2001-02 
California's  Fiscal  Outlook 


Here  are  some  of  the  highlights  of  the  attached  report. 

Personal  Income  growth  will  slow  from  6.7%  to  6. 1%  in  200,  but  will  continue  to  grow 
from  at  rates  of  5%  to  6%  until  2002. 

State  revenues  are  expected  to  increase  at  an  annual  rate  of  5.6%,  reaching  $84.4  billion 
by  2004-05.  However,  Proposition  98  will  increase  at  slightly  less  than  5%  for  the  period 
covered. 

Therefore,  Community  College  revenues  are  only  expected  to  grow  at  about  5%  per 
annum;  enough  to  cover  COLA  and  growth  and  not  much  else  unless  the  CCC's  get  a 
greater  share  of  the  Proposition  98  revenues.  However  UC  and  CSU  are  expected  to 
grow  at  rates  of  5.5%  and  6.2%  respectively  for  years  2000-01  and  2001-02. 

For  2000,  Wage  and  salary  jobs  are  expected  to  increase  by  3. 1%.  The  same  rate  as  the 
Consumer  Price  Index,  however  the  Community  College  COLA  for  2000-01  is  projected 
at  1.45%. 

The  only  good  news  is  that  the  Legislative  Analyst  tends  to  be  very  conservative  in  their 
fiscal  analysis.  Additionally,  the  LAO  has  not  bought  into  the  idea  that  there  will  be  a 
Tidal  Wave  II,  but  rather  growth  in  the  postsecondary  sector  will  be  much  more  modest. 

In  order  to  get  what  we  need  for  City  College,  we  have  our  work  cut  out  for  us. 


BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 

LAWRENCE  WONG,   PRESIDENT     •      DR     ANITA  GRIER,   VICE   PRESIDENT     •      DR     NATALIE   BERG 

ROBERT  E.   BURTON     •     JAM  ES   HASKELL  MAYO,  II.     •      RODELE.   RODiS     •      ROBERT   PVARNI 

DR.    PHILIP  R.   DAY,  JR.,   CHANCELLOR 
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Legislative  Analyst's  OfHce,  November  17, 1999 

California's  Fiscal  Outlook 

LAO  Projections  1999-00  to  2001-02 

Part  I 


Foreword 

This  report  provides  our  projections  of  General  Fund  revenues  and  expenditures  for  1999-00  through 
2004-05.  It  includes  our  independent  assessment  of  the  outlook  for  the  economy,  demographics, 
revenues,  and  expenditures.  It  is  designed  to  assist  the  Legislature  with  its  fiscal  plaiming. 

Chapter  1  contains  our  principal  findings  and  conclusions.  Chapter  2  presents  our  economic  and 
demographic  projections.  Chapter  3  our  revenue  forecasts,  and  Chapter  4  our  expenditure  projections. 

Our  fiscal  projections  reflect  current-law  spending  requirements  and  tax  provisions.  They  are  not 
predictions  of  future  policy  decisions  by  the  Legislature,  nor  are  they  our  recommendations  as  to  what 
spending  and  revenue  levels  should  be.  The  report  is  part  of  an  ongoing  series  and  is  updated 
periodically. 


Table  of  Contents 

Chapter  l~The  Budget  Outlook 

Chapter  2— Economic  and  Demographic  Projections 

Chapter  3— Revenue  Projections 

Chapter  4— Expenditure  Projections 


Chapter  1 

The  Budget  Outlook 


California's  fiscal  fortunes  have  again  significantly  exceeded  expectations,  due  largely  to  its  robust 
economic  performance  and  the  accompanying  increases  in  General  Fund  revenues.  We  project  that 
continued  revenue  growth  will  trigger  all  of  the  vehicle  license  fee  (VLF)  reductions  previously  agreed 
to,  enable  full  ftinding  of  all  current-law  programs,  and  produce  significant  budgetary  reserves  in  the 
next  several  years. 
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As  indicated  in  Figures  1  and  2,  we  now  project  that  1999-00  will  end  with  a  reserve  of  nearly 
$2.6  billion,  up  substantially  from  the  $881  million  forecast  just  five  months  ago  when  the  budget  was 
adopted.  In  2000-01,  the  reserve  would  grow  further  to  slightly  over  $3  billion.  In  the  subsequent  four 
years,  revenues  and  expenditures  would  increase  at  about  the  same  average  rate,  and  a  good-sized 
reserve  would  be  maintained  throughout  the  forecast  period,  assuming  current  policies. 


Figure  1 


|Key  Findings  of  the  LAO  Outlook 


Economy  and  Revenues  Again  Exceed  Expectations 


•  U.S.  and  California  economies  are  growing  strongly. 

•  Current-year  state  revenue  trends  are  well  above  estimates. 


•  Revenue  forecast  is  revised  sharply  upward. 
Balanced  Budgets  With  Significant  Reserves  Projected  Over  Long  Term 


Current  year  to  end  with  reserve  of  $2.6  billion,  $1.7  billion  more  than  budget  estimate. 
Under  current  law,  reserve  increases  to  $3  billion  in  2000-01. 


Budgets  tighten  some  thereafter,  due  to  major  vehicle  license  fee  trigger  reductions. 
Yet,  large  reserve  remains  intact. 


Implications 

•  2000-01  fiscal  environment  is  most  positive  in  years. 


Even  so,  it's  important  to  consider  multiyear  effects  of  any  new  commitments. 


Maintaining  an  adequate  reserve  should  be  a  priority. 
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Figure  2 

LAO  Projections  of  General  Fund  Condition 

1998-99  Through  2000-01 
(In  Millions) 

1998-99 

Forecast 

1999-00 

2000-01 

Prior-year  fund  balance 

$3,064 

$3,099 

$3,071 

Revenues  and  transfers 

58,614 

64,849 

67,906 

Total  resources  available 

$61,678 

$67,948 

$70,977 

Expenditures 

$58,579 

$64,877 

$67,479 

Ending  fund  balance 

$3,099 

$3,071 

$3,498 

Other  obligations 

$480 

$480 

$480 

Reserve 

$2,619 

$2,591 

$^,0l8 

Key  Features  of  the  LAO  Outlook 

The  Economy 

The  single  largest  factor  behind  the  improved  budgetary  outlook  is  the  strong  performance  of  the  U.S. 
and  California  economies,  which  have  continued  to  outperform  expectations  by  a  significant  margin. 
Based  on  our  current  estimates,  U.S.  real  gross  domestic  product  will  expand  by  just  under  4  percent  for 
the  third  year  in  a  row  in  1999,  due  to  particularly  strong  increases  in  consumer  spending  and  business 
investment.  These  national  trends  are  clearly  evident  in  California,  where  such  measures  as  personal 
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income,  employment,  and  retail  sales  are  up  sharply  this  year. 

Our  forecast  assumes  that  economic  growth  will  slow  some  over  the  next  two  years,  but  still  continue  at 
a  solid  pace.  For  example,  we  project  that  California  personal  income  growth  will  slow  from  6.7  percent 
in  1999,  to  6.1  percent  in  2000.  In  subsequent  years  we  project  that  personal  income  will  continue  to 
expand  at  annual  rates  of  between  5  percent  and  6  percent.  Our  economic  forecast  for  the  full  projection 
period  is  somewhat  stronger  than  our  previous  long-term  projections,  reflecting  an  upward  assessment 
regarding  the  rate  at  which  the  economy  is  able  to  grow  over  the  long  term. 

Revenues 

We  forecast  that  General  Fund  revenues  will  increase  from  $58.6  billion  in  1998-99  to  $64.8  billion  in 
1999-00,  and  further  to  $67.9  billion  in  2000-01.  Relative  to  the  1999-00  Budget  Act  forecast,  our 
estimate  for  1998-99  is  up  $684  million,  reflecting  strong  receipts  during  the  early  months  of  this  fiscal 
year  which  will  be  accrued  back  to  the  prior  year.  Our  forecast  for  1999-00  is  up  by  nearly  $1.9  billion, 
due  to  both  the  improved  economic  outlook,  and  stronger-than-expected  monthly  receipts  from  key 
sources  such  as  personal  income  tax  withholding  and  sales  tax  payments. 

Over  the  longer  term,  revenues  are  forecast  to  expand  roughly  in  line  with  statewide  personal  income, 
increasing  at  an  annual  rate  of  about  5.6  percent,  and  reaching  $84.4  billion  by  2004-05. 

The  General  Fund  Condition  in  1999-00 

The  1999-00  budget  assumed  that  the  fiscal  year  would  end  with  a  reserve  of  $881  million.  In  contrast, 
our  updated  estimates  result  in  a  1999-00  year-end  reserve  of  over  $2.6  billion.  The  $1.7  billion 
improvement  is  the  net  result  of  a  $2.6  billion  increase  in  revenues  ($687  million  in  1998-99  and 
$1 .9  billion  in  1999-00,  as  discussed  above),  partly  offset  by  $0.8  billion  in  higher  costs.  The  added 
costs  are  primarily  related  to  higher-than-expected  Medi-Cal  expenditures,  due  primarily  to 
lower-than-anticipated  receipt  of  new  federal  reimbursements. 

Budgetary  Outlook  for  2000-01  And  Beyond 

Basis  for  Our  Estimates.  Our  revenue  and  expenditure  forecasts  for  2000-01  and  beyond  are  based 
primarily  on  the  requirements  of  current  law.  Specifically,  we  have  adjusted  the  1999-00  spending  plan 
for  constitutional  and  statutory  funding  requirements,  as  well  as  for  projected  changes  in  caseloads, 
federal  reimbursement  rates,  and  other  factors  affecting  program  costs.  For  example: 

•  Our  expenditure  forecast  for  K-14  education  is  determined  by  the  changes  in  the  Proposition  98 
minimum  funding  guarantee. 

•  Spending  for  higher  education  is  based  on  projected  enrollments  and  inflation. 

•  Our  projections  for  health  and  social  services  take  into  account  caseloads,  program  service 
requirements,  and  statutory  cost-of-living  adjustments  (COL As)  required  by  current  law. 

•  Costs  for  employee  compensation  for  2000-01  take  into  account  the  collective  bargaining 
agreements  approved  by  the  Legislature  this  summer.  For  the  out-years,  we  have  assumed  future 
annual  employee  compensation  increases  equal  to  projected  inflation  (slightly  less  than  3  percent 
per  year). 

Finally,  our  estimates  include  the  impact  of  future  VLF  reductions  that  would  be  "triggered"  under  our 
revenue  projections.  However,  they  do  not  include  the  impact  of  court  cases  pending  against  the  state. 

Our  fiscal  estimates  are  not  predictions  of  what  the  Legislature  and  Governor  will  adopt  as  policies  and 
funding  levels  in  future  budgets.  Nor  are  they  our  recommendations  of  what  tax  and  spending  policies 
ought  to  be.  Rather,  our  estimates  are  a  baseline  projection  of  what  would  happen  if  current-law  policies 
were  allowed  to  run  their  course.  We  recognize  that  the  Legislature  may  choose  to  make  other  policy 
choices  as  it  has  in  recent  years.  For  example,  it  may  choose  to  over-appropriate  the  Proposition  98 
minimum  funding  guarantee.  We  believe  that  by  using  this  approach,  however,  our  forecasts  provide  a 
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meaningful  starting  point  for  the  Legislatures's  evaluation  of  the  state's  fiscal  condition. 

Forecast  for  2000-01  Large  Reserve 

As  indicated  in  Figure  2,  we  estimate  that  revenues  will  rise  4.7  percent  to  $67.9  billion,  and 
expenditures  will  increase  4  percent  to  $67.5  billion  during  the  year.  The  $427  million  operating  surplus 
during  the  year  will  raise  the  2000-01  year-end  reserve  to  just  over  $3  billion. 

As  with  revenues  (discussed  above),  the  modest  growth  rate  projected  for  expenditures  partly  reflects  the 
existence  of  large  one-time  outlays  in  the  current  year.  In  terms  of  major  ongoing  programs,  we  project 
that  education  spending  will  increase  by  about  5  percent  next  year,  that  Medi-Cal  and  Supplemental 
Security  Income/State  Supplementary  Programs  (SSI/SSP)  will  increase  by  about  7  percent,  and  that 
California  Work  Opportunity  and  Responsibility  to  Kids  (CalWORKs)  spending  will  decline  by  nearly 
10  percent. 

Long-Term  Projections 
Balanced  Budgets 

Over  the  long  term,  our  projections  indicate  that  revenues  and  expenditures  will  roughly  balance  for  the 
2001-02  through  2004-05  period  as  a  whole.  As  a  result,  the  $3  billion  reserve  we  project  for  2000-01 
would  remain  largely  intact  at  the  end  of  the  five-year  forecast  horizon. 

During  this  period,  the  year-to-year  surplus  would  fluctuate  somewhat  due  to  such  factors  as  the 
phasing-in  of  the  VLF  tax  cuts.  Revenue  growth  would  be  somewhat  greater  than  spending  growth 
related  to  existing  state  programs.  One  reason  for  this  is  that  General  Fund  Proposition  98  spending  is 
forecast  to  grow  by  about  4.5  percent  per  year,  due  largely  to  slow  growth  in  school  enrollments. 

However,  as  noted  above,  the  state  will  also  be  facing  new  obligations  which  are  related  to  VLF  rate 
reductions  (that  would  be  automatically  triggered  if  revenues  meet  our  projections).  As  indicated  in 
Figure  3,  we  estimate  that  state  subventions  to  backfill  local  revenue  losses  resulting  from  the  VLF  rate 
reductions  will  climb  from  $1.5  billion  in  the  current  year,  up  to  $4.5  billion  by  2004-05. 


Figure  3 


Projected  Vehicle  License  Fee  Backfill  Expenditures* 


(fn  Billions) 


98-99     99-00     00-01      01-02     02-03     03-04     04-05 

'  ReOMts  ctmnnul0tiv«  VtfWde  Ucanse  F»»  r«ductlon»  ol  25  p«rcefil  efiectivd  Januaiy  1. 1990; 
35  percero  edoCkvs  January  1,  200O;  46.S  p«rcent  arrecOv«  JBnuaiy  t,  2002.  and  el  i  percent 
eiTecO'^A  jar)ufi<y  1,  2003  (V^e  higher  of  tMt>  trigger  reductiona  effacuvA  on  mat  mte). 


Implications  of  Our  Estimates 
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Recent  economic  and  revenue  developments  have  helped  create  an  extremely  positive  budgetary 
environment  for  California.  Based  on  our  current  projections,  the  state  will  be  able  to  provide  nearly 
$3  billion  in  additional  VLF  tax  relief  over  the  next  five  years,  maintain  all  existing  budget 
commitments,  and  still  have  enough  resources  to  finance  some  new  obligations  and  maintain  a  reserve. 

As  the  Legislature  approaches  its  2000-01  budget  deliberations  in  this  favorable  fiscal  climate,  it  will 
have  the  opportunity  to  both  review  its  existing  spending  and  tax  policies  to  ensure  that  they  reflect 
current  priorities,  and  decide  whether  to  take  on  new  commitments  (either  spending  or  tax  relief)  in  light 
of  the  large  projected  2000-01  surplus. 

If  new  commitments  are  desired,  however,  it  will  be  very  important  to  take  into  account  their  long-term 
fiscal  consequences.  Given  that  revenues  and  expenditures  are  projected  to  be  about  equal  to  one  another 
during  the  2001-02  through  2004-05  period,  significant  new  ongoing  budgetary  commitments,  if  not 
offset  by  savings  elsewhere,  would  result  in  reductions  in  the  reserve  during  this  period.  As  one 
example,  new  ongoing  budgetary  commitments  of  just  $300  million  annually  beginning  in  2000-01 
would  reduce  the  $3  billion  reserve  we  project  for  2000-01  down  to  $1.3  billion  by  the  end  of  2004-05. 

Although  the  size  of  reserve  is  ultimately  a  legislative  policy  decision,  we  believe  that,  at  a  minimum, 
$1.5  billion  (or  roughly  2  percent  of  the  budget)  should  be  targeted  for  this  purpose.  Preferably,  the 
amount  would  be  even  higher.  The  maintenance  of  a  healthy  reserve  through  the  next  several  years  is 
important  for  at  least  two  reasons:  (1)  the  future  performance  of  the  economy  is  uncertain  and  (2)  the 
existence  of  lawsuits  and  claims  that  could  potentially  have  significant  negative  fiscal  impacts  on  the 
state. 

With  regard  to  the  economy,  a  significant  economic  downtum  sometime  during  the  next  five  years 
would  result  in  revenues  falling  well  below  our  projections.  We  note  that  the  effects  of  a  significant 
revenue  drop-off  would  be  partly  mitigated  by  the  fact  that  some  or  all  the  VLF  trigger  reductions  we  are 
projecting  might  not  take  place,  depending  on  the  circumstances.  For  example,  if  revenues  were  to  grow 
at  the  subdued  pace  of  2  percent  aimually  for  several  years,  as  much  as  one-third  of  the  resulting 
$20-plus  billion  revenue  loss  over  the  period  would  be  offset  by  reduced  expenditures  to  backfill  VLF 
reductions.  In  addition,  the  Proposition  98  minimum  funding  guarantee  and  expenditures  for  certain 
other  state  programs  would  also  fall.  Even  allowing  for  these  adjustments,  however,  a  significant 
economic  slowdown  would  put  immediate  pressure  on  the  budget. 

With  regard  to  legal  challenges,  the  most  inamediate  potential  liability  involves  an  appellate  ruling  that 
the  state  illegally  collected  smog  impact  fees  from  motorists  that  registered  out-of-state  cars  in 
California.  The  Governor  has  recently  declared  his  intent  to  make  reimbursements  of  these  fees  with    • 
interest,  although  the  timing  and  ultimate  size  of  any  such  reimbursements  will  depend  on  legislative 
action.  Other  legal  issues  include  (1)  pending  school  district  claims  before  the  Commission  on  State 
Mandates  regarding  special  education  programs,  and  (2)  a  recent  superior  court  ruling  that  the  state's 
previous  shift  of  property  taxes  from  local  governments  to  schools  was  illegal. 

Thus,  while  the  current  fiscal  climate  is  very  positive,  it  will  be  important  for  the  Legislature  to  be 
cognizant  of  the  out-year  implications  of  potential  fiscal  threats  and  new  commitments  on  either  the 
revenue  or  expenditure  side  of  the  budget  to  ensure  that  a  balanced  budget  will  be  maintained  in  the 
future. 
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Legislative  Analyst's  Office,  November  17, 1999 


California's  Fiscal  Outlook 

LAO  Projections  1999-00  to  2001-02 

Part  II 


Chapter  2 

Economic  and  Demographic  Projections 

Economic  and  demographic  developments  in  California  have  important  effects  on  the  state's  fiscal 
condition.  These  factors  affect  both  revenues—through  their  impacts  on  tax  receipts—and 
expenditures-through  their  impacts  on  caseloads,  cost-of-living  adjustments,  and  other  factors  affecting 
state  programs.  This  chapter  presents  our  economic  and  demographic  projections  for  1999  through  2005, 
which  will  affect  California's  fiscal  condition  during  fiscal  years  1999-00  through  2004-05, 

The  Economic  Outlook 

Our  economic  forecast  assumes  that  both  the  nation  and  California  will  experience  continued  solid, 
though  moderating,  economic  growth  during  the  forecast  period.  Our  U.S.  and  California  economic 
outlooks  are  summarized  in  Figure  1  (see  page  8).  These  new  projections  are  more  optimistic  than  our 
previous  forecast  (prepared  in  May  1999),  reflecting  a  variety  of  positive  developments  at  both  the  state 
and  national  levels. 
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Figure  1 

The  LAO's  Economic  Forecast 
1999  Through  2005 

Percent  Change  (Unless  Otherwise  Indicated) 

1999                  2000                   2001                   i002 

United  States 

Real  gross  domestic  product^                 3.9%                      2.8%                 2.6%                     2.2% 

Wage  and  salary  jobs                                2.2                         2.7                     1.1                          1.1 

Consumer  Price  Index  (CPI)                      2.4                         2.8                      2.0                         2.4 

Unemployment  rate  (%)                             4.2                         4.2                     4.3                          4.6 

Housing  starts  (000)                             1,675                      1,568                 1,545                     1,499 

California 

Personal  income                                      6.7%                       6.1%                  5.5%                      5.2% 

Wage  and  salary  jobs                                3.5                          3.1j                    2.5                        2.2 

Taxable  sales                                            8.1                          5.5                     5.2                        5.0 

Consumer  Price  Index  (CCPI)[                 2.9                         3.1,                    2.5                        2.7 

Unemployment  rate  (%)                            5.3                          4.7                    4.8                        5.1 

New  housing  permits  (000)                      139                          153                     165                         170 

^  Data  do  not  reflect  late-1999  revisions  to  the  National  Income  and  Product  Accounts 

Recent  Developments 

Economic  growth  continues  to  surpass  expectations  in  1999,  as  the  U.S.  and  California  economies 
appear  to  have  both  overcome  problems  associated  with  Asia's  economic  crisis,  and  avoided  the 
resurgence  of  significant  inflationary  pressures.  At  the  national  level,  the  ongoing  expansion  has  been 
led  by  unexpectedly  strong  consumer  spending,  particularly  on  automobiles  and  other  durable  goods. 
These  trends  also  are  evident  in  California,  where  taxable  sales  jumped  by  more  than  9  percent  in  the 
first  half  of  1999~by  far  the  largest  increase  in  the  1990s  (see  Figure  2,  page  8). 
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Figure  2 


Recent  Growth  in  California  Taxable  Sales 


Many  economists  zmd  industry  analysts  attribute  the  recent  strength  in  consumer  spending  partly  to  the 
"wealth  effect"  associated  with  the  major  increases  in  stock  market  prices  that  have  occurred  in  the 
1990s.  Other  contributing  factors  include  high  levels  of  consumer  confidence,  favorable  employment 
conditions  for  workers,  and  rising  wages  during  the  year. 

California's  Employment  Performance.  During  the  past  12  months,  California  wage  and  salary 
employment  has  increased  by  about  3.5  percent.  Figure  3  (see  page  9)  breaks  down  this  job  performance 
among  key  industries.  It  shows  that  the  Asian  economic  crisis  had  negative  impacts  on  California's 
manufacturing  sector,  where  jobs  fell  by  2.8  percent  between  the  third  quarter  of  1998  and  the  third 
quarter  of  1999.  Job  losses  were  particularly  evident  in  the  computer,  electronics,  and  aerospace  sectors. 
Offsetting  this  decline,  however,  were  widespread  gains  in  nonmanufacturing  industries  such  as 
construction,  services,  finance,  and  transportation.  These  latter  industries  benefitted  from  high  levels  of 
consumer  and  business  confidence  and  spending  in  the  state.  The  software  side  of  the  computer  industry 
experienced  particularly  healthy  growth  during  the  year.  The  business  services  sector,  for  example,  is  up 
about  7  percent  from  the  prior  year,  reflecting  major  gains  in  software  development,  computer  systems 
design,  and  Internet-related  business. 
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All  Industries  Except  Manufacturing  Growing  In  1999 
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In  other  California  developments,  home  sales  and  new  construction  continued  to  rebound  in  the  first 
thr9,e  quarters  Qf  1999,  LjOkewise,  withholding  receipts,  which  provide  a  good  indication  of  current  trends 
in  wag.esj  ancJ^^ok-gi^Qi]  ipfjppi^ej.  j^^^^jlf/p^cenyp^the,^^^  period. 

Is  Inflation  Lurking?  Despite  the  fact  that  the  U.S.  economy  has  been  operating  at  near-full  capacity  for 
several  years,  inflation  has  remained  subdued,  held  in  check  by  high  rates  of  productivity  growfli  and 
low  commodity  prices,  Jn  recent  months,  though,  increasing  wholesale  prices  and  compensation  costs 
suggest  that  iniiationary  pressures  are  beginning  to  build.  These  factors  have  already  prompted  the 
Federal  Reserve  (FED)  to  raise  interest  rate^  in  an  attempt  to  slow  the  economy  to  a  more 
noninflationary  pace.  Assumjptions  about  the,  success, of  these  effort^.are  very  important  elements  in  the 
near-term  econoiniq  putlpqK^^^;^^^,;^^;^^;^^;,  ;^^  ^;  j^^j.^^^  vfiuli/oijuq  3t^v  9m  V 

Near-Term  QutlQoKg 999  Through  200^}:  Our  forecast  assunies  that  the  FED  will  be  successful  in  its 

efforts  to, slow  ^e  economy  to  avpid  inflation.  As  shown  in  Figure  1,  we  project  that  real  gross  domestic 
product  (GDP)  growth  will  slow  from  3.9  percent  in  the  current  year  to  2.8  percent  in  2000,  and  further 
to  2.6  percent  in  2001 .  The  figure  also  shows  that  while  projected  inflation  does  accelerate  modestly  in 
2000,  it  subsequently  comes  back  down  as  economic  growth  subsides. 

Longer-Term  Forecast  (2002  Through  2005).  After  dipping  to  2.2  percent  in  2002,  we  forecast  that 
economic  growth  will  slightly  rebound  to  roughly  2.5  percent  annually  through  the  remainder  of  the 
forecast  period.  The  outlook  for  these  latter  years  is  tied  to  assumptions  about  growth  in  the  work  force 
(estimated  to  be  about  1  percent  per  ye£ir)  and  worker  productivity  (roughly  1.5  percent  to  2  percent 
annually).  Our  forecast  assumes  that  inflation,  as  measured  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  remains  in  the 
range  of  2.5  percent  to  3  percent  per  year  during  the  2002  through  2005  period. 

California's  Outlook 

Near-Term  Forecast  (1999  Through  2001).  We  expect  that  economic  growth  in  California  will  follow 
the  same  general  pattern  as  for  the  nation,  with  income,  employment,  and  spending  expanding  by  solid, 
but  moderating,  rates  through  2001 .  As  shown  in  Figure  4  (see  page  10),  we  expect  that  economic 
growth  in  California  will  exceed  the  national  average  significantly  during  this  period. 
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Figure  4 


California  Economic  Growth  to  Outpace  the  Nation 


Year-Over-Year  Percent  Growth  In  Personal  Income 
1995  Through  2005 


California 
United  States 


Forecast 


A  key  reason  for  this  is  that  California  is  in  an  earlier  stage  of  its  business  cycle,  having  emerged  from 
the  recession  about  two  years  later  than  the  rest  of  the  nation.  Because  of  this,  many  industries  and 
geographic  regions  within  the  state  have  a  bit  more  "room"  to  grow  before  reaching  labor  supply 
constraints.  Another  factor  is  that,  while  home  construction  is  expected  to  slow  nationally,  strong 
demand  should  keep  home  building  on  an  upward  track  in  California  through  the  forecast  period  (see 
Figure  5).  Finally,  California's  computer  and  electronics  manufacturers  will  likely  benefit  from 
improving  economic  conditions  in  Asia,  and  the  expected  continuation  of  generally  strong  business 
investment  in  high-tech  labor-saving  equipment. 


Figure  5 
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Longer-Term  Outlook  (2002  Through  2005).  Our  longer-term  forecast  assumes  that  California's 
economy  continues  to  grow  at  a  moderate  pace  through  2005.  Our  current  projections  assume  that 
economic  growth  in  the  state  will  continue  to  exceed  that  for  the  nation  as  a  whole,  reflecting  faster 
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population  growth  and  the  state's  favorable  mix  of  high-tech  industries. 
Where  Could  the  Forecast  Go  Wrong? 

Our  U.S.  and  California  forecasts  have  both  upside  potential  and  downside  risks. 

On  the  upside,  although  our  current  projections  assume  slightly  higher  productivity  growth  over  the  long 
term  than  our  previous  forecast,  there  are  some  economists  who  believe  that  large  investments  in  new 
technologies  will  substantially  raise  productivity  on  an  ongoing  basis.  This  would  imply  that  instead  of  a 
2.5  percent  to  3  percent  "speed  limit"  for  long-term  economic  growth,  the  U.S.  economy  could  grow  by 
more  than  3  percent  annually  without  incurring  significant  inflation. 

On  the  downside,  the  national  economy  is  currently  in  its  ninth  year  of  expansion,  and  is  just  three 
months  shy  of  surpassing  the  1960s'  expansion— the  longest  on  record.  Given  the  advanced  age  of  the 
expansion  and  the  recent  emergence  of  some  inflationary  pressures,  many  economists  believe  that  the 
economy  is  vulnerable  to  unforeseen  shocks,  and  could  experience  a  downturn  sometime  in  the  next 
several  years. 

THE  DEMOGRAPHIC  OUTLOOK 

California's  population,  estimated  to  be  34.1  million  in  1999,  is  projected  to  grow  at  an  average  armual 
rate  of  1 .7  percent  during  the  next  six  years.  Thus,  it  will  reach  37.7  million  by  the  year  2005.  In 
numerical  terms,  this  increase  represents  about  3.6  million  new  residents—a  population  slightly  smaller 
than  the  City  of  Los  Angeles.  California's  population  growth  rate  will  be  roughly  double  the  national  rate 
in  each  of  the  next  six  years. 

Our  year-to-year  demographic  projections  are  shown  in  Figure  6,  which  depicts  both  our  projected  total 
annual  population  and  yearly  percent  changes.  The  projected  pace  of  population  growth  is  faster  than 
what  occurred  in  the  first  half  of  the  1990s,  but  is  slower  than  the  2.3  percent  pace  of  the  1980s. 


Figure  6 


California's  Population  to  Exceed  37  Million  by  2005 
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Population  Growth  Components.  California's  population  growth  can  be  broken  down  into  two  major 
components-«fl/Mm/  increase  (the  excess  of  births  over  deaths)  and  net  in-migration  (persons  rnoving 
into  California  from  other  states  and  countries,  minus  people  leaving  the  state  for  other  destinations). 
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Natural  Increase.  The  natural-increase  component  is  projected  to  account  for  slightly  oyer  half  of  the 
state's  total  population  growth,  averaging  about  309,000  persons  per  year.  This  amount  is  similar  to 
recent  levels  and  slightly  above  that  of  the  1980s,  but  significantly  less  than  for  the  early  1990s,  when 
natural  increase  averaged  nearly  400,000.  The  decline  largely  reflects  the  aging  of  the  baby  boomers  past 
their  years  of  peak  fertility,  as  well  as  declines  in  birth  rates  within  younger  age  groups-especially  the 
15-to-19  age  range. 

Net  In-Migration.  We  project  that  net  in-migration  will  average  about  290,000  per  year  during  the 
forecast  period,  or  slightly  less  than  half  of  the  projected  total  population  increase.  Current  and  projected 
net  in-migration  is  significantly  higher  than  for  the  recessionary  years  of  the  early  1990s,  when  it 
actually  turned  negative  for  three  consecutive  years. 

Growth  to  Vary  by  Age  Group.  Figure  7  shows  our  population  growth  projections  over  the  forecast 
period  by  broad  age  categories,  both  in  numerical  and  percentage  terms.  In  numerical  terms,  the  45-to-64 
age  group  (baby  boomers)  easily  dominates,  followed  by  the  5-to-17  age  group.  In  percentage  terms,  the 
45-to-64  age  group  again  leads  the  way,  followed  by  1 8-to-24  year  olds. 
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These  various  age-group  demographic  projections  have  significant  implications  for  the  state's 
expenditure  outlook  in  many  different  program  areas,  including  education,  health,  and  social  services. 
For  instance,  population  grov^h  in  the  5-to-17  and  1 8-to-24  age  groups  are  the  single  most  important 
determinants  of  K-12  and  higher  education  enrollments,  respectively. 

Continue  to  California's  Fiscal  Outlook  LAO  Projections  1999-00  to  2001-02  Part  III 
Return  to  LAO  Home  Page 


1 1/23/99  9:47  AM 


\ 


lAlifornu's  Fiica]  Outlook  1999-00  to  2001-02  Part  m 


littp://www.i«o.ca.gov/l  I99Jiscal_oudook/l  199_fiscal_outlookjMrt_3.html 


Legblative  Analyst'!  Office,  November  17, 1999 


California's  Fiscal  Outlook 

LAO  Projections  1999-00  to  2001-02 

Part  III 


Chapter  3 
Revenue  Projections 

The  state's  revenue  outlook  has  improved  substantially  over  the  past  several  months,  due  to  the 
combination  of  (1)  higher  1998-99  year-end  accruals,  (2)  a  stronger  near-term  California  economic 
outlook,  and  (3)  higher  current  cash-receipt  trends.  Our  revenue  forecast  is  discussed  below  and 
summarized  in  Figure  1. 
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Figure  1 

The  LAO's  Economic  Forecast 
1999  Through  2005 
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The  Revenue  Forecast 

Prior-Year  (1998-99)  Revenues.  In  the  prior  year,  revenues  are  estimated  to  be  $58.6  billion,  which  is 
$687  million  more  than  assumed  in  the  1999-00  Budget  Act.  The  higher  total  is  primarily  related  to 
lower-than-expected  personal  income  tax  (PIT)  refunds  and  higher-than-expected  sales  and  withholding 
tax  receipts  during  the  first  three  months  of  this  fiscal  year—which  were  attributable  to  tax  liabilities 
occurring  in  1998-99  and,  thus,  were  accrued  back  to  the  prior  year. 

Current-Year  (1999-00)  Revenues.  We  forecast  that  General  Fund  revenues  will  reach  $64.8  billion  in 
the  current  year,  a  10.6  percent  increase  fi-om  1998-99.  Relative  to  the  budget  estimate,  our  projections 
for  the  current  year  are  up  by  neariy  $1 .9  billion,  reflecting  both  stronger  near-term  economic  growth  and 
recent  positive  trends  in  receipts  fi-om  sales  and  personal  income  taxes. 

Budget-Year  (2000-01)  Revenues  and  Beyond  In  the  budget  year,  we  estimate  that  total  General  Fund 
receipts  will  reach  $67  9  billion,  a  4  7  percent  increase  from  the  estimated  current-year  total.  Adjusting 
for  receipts  from  asset  sales  and  other  one-time  sources  in  the  current  year,  revenues  from  ongoing 
sources  are  projected  to  increase  by  about  5.5  percent,  or  slightly  less  than  our  projected  increase  in 
statewide  personal  income  for  that  same  period.  Over  the  longer  term,  we  forecast  that  General  Fund 
revenues  will  increase  at  a  moderate  rate  of  about  5.6  percent  annually,  reaching  $84.4  billion  by 
2004-05. 

1999  Tax  Legislation 


2  of  6 


12/9/99  10:09  AM 


^aliforoui'i  Fiacd  Outiook  1999-00  to  2001-02  Part  III 


httpy/www.lao.ca.gov/1 199_fiscal_outlook/l  199_fiscal_outlook_part_3.htinl 


Our  revenue  estimates  include  the  impact  of  various  tax-related  measures  enacted  in  1999.  The  main 
provisions  include  (1)  an  increase  in  the  deduction  allowed  for  the  cost  of  health  insurance  premiums  paid 
by  the  self-employed,  (2)  the  elimination  of  the  sunset  provision  for  the  partial  income  tax  exclusion  of 
capital  gains  on  small  business  stock,  (3)  the  elimination  of  the  minimum  corporate  franchise  tax  for  new 
corporations  for  the  first  two  years  of  operations,  and  (4)  an  increase  in  the  income  tax  credit  for  research 
and  development  expenditures.  The  combined  fiscal  effects  of  these  measures  is  a  revenue  reduction  of 
about  $60  million  in  1999-00,  expanding  to  around  $200  million  by  2003-04  and  beyond. 

The  1999-00  Budget  Act  also  provided  for  a  one-time  additional  Vehicle  License  Fee  (VLF)  reduction  in 
calendar  year  2000,  which  will  result  in  a  roughly  $250  million  increase  in  state  subventions  to  backfill  the 
local  revenue  losses  resulting  fi-om  the  VLF  reduction.  Issues  related  to  the  VLF  are  discussed  fiirther  in 
Chapter  4. 

Individual  Revenue  Sources 

By  far,  the  single  largest  factor  affecting  the  recent  and  projected  future  performance  of  General  Fund 
revenues  has  been  developments  involving  the  PIT.  This  is  illustrated  in  Figure  2,  which  compares 
revenue  growth  fi-om  each  of  the  state's  major  taxes  during  two  periods—during  the  first  four  years  of  the 
current  expansion  covering  the  1994-95  through  1998-99  period,  and  during  the  forecast  period  fi-om 
1999-00  through  2004-05.  It  shows  that  growth  in  total  revenues  is  expected  to  moderate  during  the 
forecast  period,  and  that  most  of  this  slowdown  is  due  to  the  PIT. 


Figure  2 


Q«n«r8l  Fund  R«venue$,  By  Source* 
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Personal  Income  Taxes-Boosted  by  Rapid  Growth 
at  High  End  of  Income  Distribution 

The  dramatic  increase  in  PIT  receipts  during  recent  years  can  be  partly  attributed  to  California's  overall 
economic  expansion,  which  has  resulted  in  steady  increases  in  aggregate  employment  and  personal 
income.  However,  a  second  important  factor  has  been  particularly  rapid  increases  in  incomes  reported  by 
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taxpayers  at  the  top  end  of  the  income  distribution.  Specifically,  fi-om  1994  through  1998,  adjusted  gross 
incomes  reported  by  taxpayers  filing  joint  returns  in  the  top  20  percent  of  the  distribution  (corresponding 
to  those  with  earnings  of  more  than  $95,000  in  1998)  jumped  by  62  percent,  while  incomes  reported  by 
taxpayers  in  the  bottom  80  percent  of  the  distribution  increased  by  a  more  moderate  21  percent. 

The  increases  in  earnings  at  the  high  end  of  the  distribution  have  had  a  major  effect  on  PIT  liabilities.  This 
is  because  under  California's  progressive  tax  rate  structure  (where  marginal  tax  rates  increase  fi-om 
1  percent  to  9.3  percent),  the  earnings  reported  by  high-income  taxpayers  are  subject  to  tax  rates  which 
are  several  times  higher  than  the  tax  rates  applying  to  lower-  and  middle-income  taxpayers. 

This  rapid  increase  in  high-income  earnings  can  be  attributed  to  three  main  factors: 

•  First,  capital  gains  realizations  (which  have  historically  accrued  disproportionately  to  high-income 
taxpayers)  have  increased  dramatically,  driven  by  increases  in  the  stock  market.  As  shown  in 
Figure  3,  these  gains  have  tripled  in  recent  years,  jumping  fi-om  just  over  $20  billion  in  1994  to 
over  $60  billion  in  1998. 

•  Second,  a  related  factor  has  been  the  recent  growth  in  the  value  of  stock  options  granted  to 
management  and  highly  skilled  workers,  particularly  in  high-tech  companies  that  have  experienced 
major  increases  in  stock  market  values. 

•  Third,  wages  and  bonuses  of  highly  compensated  employees  in  various  high-  tech  industries  have 
grown  particularly  rapidly,  reflecting  strong  competition  among  firms  to  attract  and  retain  highly 
skilled  workers. 


Figure  3 


Capital  Gains  to  Pause  After  Strpno  199^ 


CapitBi  Gaira  fiepoftod  an  Cafifymia  Tax  Retitms 
(in  BiiSons) 


$901 


eo- 


30- 


PtxmuMi 


r 
i 


Looking  ahead,  after  another  strong  year  in  1999,  we  expect  that  personal  income  will  continue  to  grow 
moderately.  We  also  anticipate  that  above-average  income  gains  will  continue  to  occur  for  high-income 
taxpayers,  but  at  less  rapid  rates  than  in  the  recent  past.  Tight  labor  markets  and  intense  competition  for 
workers  will  continue  to  put  upward  pressure  on  wages,  particularly  for  highly  skilled  workers. 

A  partly  offsetting  factor  is  our  forecast  for  more  modest  increases  in  capital  gains  over  the  next  six 
years,  which  reflects  our  assumption  that  future  stock  market  gains  will  be  less  robust  than  in  the  recent 
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past.  We  specifically  forecast  that  after  increasing  by  18  percent  in  1999,  capital  gains  will  slip  5  percent 
in  2000,  remain  flat  in  2001,  then  increase  by  about  5.5  percent  annually  during  the  balance  of  the 
forecast  period. 

The  PIT  Revenue  Forecast  Based  on  the  assumptions  discussed  above,  we  project  that  PIT  receipts  will 
total  $34.2  billion  in  1999-00,  a  nearly  1 1  percent  increase  fi-om  the  prior  year.  Our  current  estimate  is 
$1.3  billion  above  the  1999-00  Budget  Act  estimate.  In  2000-01,  we  project  an  increase  to  $36.3  billion. 
In  subsequent  years,  we  forecast  that  PIT  receipts  will  increase  at  an  average  annual  rate  of  6  percent, 
reaching  $45.9  billion  by  2004-05. 

Sales  Taxes-Strong  in  1999-00,  Moderate  Thereafter 

Collections  fi-om  the  sales  tax  are  currently  benefitting  fi-om  the  observed  surge  in  consumer  expenditures 
on  durable  goods,  including  automobiles.  We  estimate  that  taxable  sales  in  calendar  year  1999  will  be  up 
by  over  8  percent  fi-om  1998,  the  largest  increase  since  1989. 

We  forecast  taxable  sales  growth  to  slow  to  5.5  percent  in  2000,  and  remain  in  the  general  range  of 
5  percent  to  5.5  percent  through  the  balance  of  the  forecast  period.  The  slowdown  next  year  is  due 
largely  to  two  factors:  (1)  our  assumption  that  gas  prices  will  not  experience  the  same  spike  in  the  spring 
of  2000  as  they  did  this  year  when  various  refinery  fires  resulted  in  tight  supplies;  and  (2)  consumer 
spending  on  automobiles,  although  still  strong,  will  fall  slightly  fi^om  this  year's  record  levels.  Over  the 
longer  term,  we  forecast  that  taxable  sales  will  roughly  mirror  income  growth,  increasing  by  only  slightly 
less  than  statewide  personal  income  (see  Figure  4). 
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Sides  Tax  Revenue  Forecast  Based  on  our  projections  of  taxable  sales,  we  forecast  that  sales  tax 
receipts  will  be  $20.3  billion  in  1999-00,  a  7  percent  increase  fi-om  the  prior  year.  Our  estimate  is  up 
$340  million  fi-om  the  1999-00  Budget  Act  forecast.  In  subsequent  years,  we  project  that  revenues  will 
grow  by  between  5  percent  and  5.5  percent  annually,  reaching  $26.3  billion  by  2004-05. 
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Bank  and  Corporation  Taxes—  Slow  but  Steady  Growth 

Bank  and  corporation  tax  (BCT)  receipts  have  increased  at  a  sluggish  pace  in  recent  years,  despite 
economic  reports  of  strong  company  profits.  Part  of  the  recent  softness  has  been  related  to  restructurings 
involving  such  industries  as  aerospace,  telecommunications,  and  utilities.  Also,  the  recent  slowdown  in 
the  state's  high  technology  manufacturing  sector  had  a  negative  impact  on  company  earnings  in  1999. 

Looking  ahead,  we  project  that  California  taxable  profits  will  rebound  in  2000,  reflecting  resumed  growth 
in  high-tech  manufacturing.  It  should  then  continue  to  expand  by  about  5  percent  to  6  percent  annually 
over  the  balance  of  the  forecast  period. 

The  BCT  Revenue  Forecast  We  forecast  that  BCT  receipts  will  be  slightly  less  than  $6  billion  in  the 
current  year,  a  3.9  percent  increase  fi"om  1998-99.  This  estimate  is  $194  million  above  the  1999-00 
Budget  Act  forecast.  We  project  that  tax  receipts  will  then  rise  by  4.2  percent  to  $6.2  billion  in  2000-01. 
Collections  in  that  year  will  be  affected  by  both  moderate  underlying  profit  growth,  as  well  as  the  fiscal 
impact  of  recent  tax  legislation  passed  in  conjunction  with  the  1999-00  budget.  Over  the  longer  term,  we 
forecast  that  revenues  fi^om  this  source  will  increase  by  about  5  percent  per  year,  reaching  $7.6  billion  by 
2004-05. 

Other  Receipts— A  Dip  in  2000-01,  Then  Modest  Increases 

We  forecast  that  revenues  fi'om  all  other  sources—including  insurance  premiums  taxes,  estate  taxes, 
tobacco  and  alcohol-related  taxes,  interest  earnings,  and  a  variety  of  other  sources— will  jump  fi-om 
$3  billion  in  1998-99  to  $4.4  billion  in  1999-00.  This  increase  is  partly  related  to  $562  million  in  tobacco 
settlement  fiinds  and  $  1 80  million  in  one-time  asset  sales  assumed  to  be  received  in  the  current  year.  Our 
forecast  for  2000-01  assumes  that  revenues  fi-om  these  sources  will  fall  to  $4. 1  billion  (reflecting  less 
one-time  receipts  during  the  year),  and  then  grow  steadily  to  $4.7  billion  by  2004-05. 
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Legislative  Analyst's  Office,  November  17, 1999 

California's  Fiscal  Outlook 

LAO  Projections  1999-00  to  2001-02 

Part  IV 


Chapter  4 
Expenditure  Projections 

In  this  chapter,  we  discuss  our  General  Fund  expenditure  projections  for  1999-00  through  2004-05.  We 
first  look  at  general  budget  trends  during  the  forecast  period,  and  then  discuss  expenditure  projections 
for  each  of  the  major  program  areas  in  more  detail. 

General  Fund  Budget  Trends 

Distribution  of  General  Fund  Spending 

Figure  1  (see  page  20)  shows  how  General  Fund  spending  is  distributed  among  major  programs  in 
1999-00.  Slightly  less  than  half  of  the  total  is  devoted  to  education  spending,  of  which  41  percent  is  for 
Proposition  98  education  (K-14)  and  about  7  percent  is  for  University  of  California  (UC)  and  California 
State  University  (CSU).  Slightly  less  than  one-fourth  of  the  budget  is  for  health  and  social  services,  and 
6  percent  is  for  corrections.  The  remainder  is  for  state  operations,  debt  service,  various  local  subventions 
(including  the  vehicle  license  fee  [VLF]  backfill),  and  other  puqDOses. 
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Figure  1 


Education,  Health,  and  Social  Services 
Account  for  Most  Spending 


General  Fund  by  Program  Area 
1999-00 


UC/CSU 


Health  and 
Social  Services 


Proposition  98 
Education  (K-14) 


Other  Programs 


Spending  Trends  Over  the  Forecast  Period 

Total  General  Fund  Spending.  Figure  2  (see  page  2 1 )  presents  our  General  Fund  spending  forecast  by 
major  program  area  through  2004-05.  Total  spending  is  projected  to  increase  from  $58.6  billion  in 
1998-99  to  $64.9  billion  in  1 999-00,  then  to  $67.5  billion  in  2000-01 .  Over  the  full  forecast  period, 
General  Fund  expenditures  are  projected  to  increase  at  an  average  annual  rate  of  about  6.1  percent  per 
year,  rising  to  $83.7  billion  by  2004-05.  This  increase  includes  the  impact  of  increased  local  subventions 
associated  with  VLF  reductions.  Spending  for  all  programs  excluding  the  VLF  subventions  grows  at  a 
more  moderate  average  rate  of  5.3  percent. 
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Figure  2 

Projected  General  Fund  Spending  for  Maj 

or  Programs^ 

(Dollars  in  Millions) 

Average 
Annual 
Growth 
1998-99 
Through 
2004-05 

Actual 

Estimated 

Projected 

1998-99 

1999-00 

2000-01 

2001-02 

2002-03 

2003-04 

2004-05 

Education  programs 

Proposition  98/K 14 
education 

$24,773 

$26,459 

$27,758 

$29,053 

$30,225 

$31,539 

$32,837 

4.8%; 

UC  and  CSU 

4,505 

4,815 

5,080 

5,393 

5,698 

5,996 

6,289 

5.71 

Health  and  Welfare 

programs 

■ 

Medi-Cal  benefits 

$7,026 

7,484 

8,035 

8,622 

9,089 

9,531 

10,001 

Y      6.1% 

CalWORKs 

2,0i5 

1,997 

1,807 

1,964 

2,214 

2,276 

2,489 

3.5 

SSI/SSP 

2,244 

2,472 

2,648 

2,792 

2,948 

3,117 

3,289 

6.6 

Selected  other 
programs 

2,967 

3,310 

3,603 

3,973 

4,288 

4,615 

4,824 

8.4 

Department  of 
Corrections 

$3,721 

3,958 

4,117 

4,333 

4,530 

4,759 

4,973 

5.0% 

Vehicle  license  fee 
subventions 

$557 

1,467 

1,780 

2,276 

3,406 

4,193 

4,483 

41.6% 

Debt  service'' 

$2,355 

2,566 

2,774 

2,897 

2,967 

3,015 

3,160 

5.0% 

Other 
programs/costs 

$8,406 

10,349 

9,878 

10,444 

10,655 

11,024 

11,388 

5.2% 

Totals 

$58,579 

$64,877 

$67,479 

$71,748 

$76,060 

$80,064 

$83,733 

6.1% 

^  Detail  may  not  total  due  to  rounding. 

Includes  both  general  obligat 

ion  and  lease-pa 

yment  bonds. 

Projections  by  Program  Area.  The  overall  6.1  percent  increase  in  state  spending  reflects  divergent 
trends  among  the  General  Fund's  major  programs.  As  indicated  in  Figure  2: 

•  General  Fund  Proposition  98  spending  is  projected  to  increase  at  an  average  annual  rate  of 
4.8  percent  between  1998-99  and  2004-05.  The  relatively  low  growth  rate  of  the  minimum 
guarantee  is  the  single  most  significant  factor  keeping  overall  spending  growth  moderate  during 
the  forecast  period.  The  overall  increase  includes  a  6.1  percent  jump  in  the  current  year,  reflecting 
the  Governor's  and  Legislature's  decision  to  over-appropriate  the  minimum  fiinding  guarantee,  and 
more  moderate  gains  in  the  4  percent  to  5  percent  range  in  future  years.  The  moderate  future 
increases  are  primarily  due  to  declining  growth  in  K-12  school  enrollments,  which  are  expected  to 
slow  from  over  2  percent  annual  increases  in  recent  years,  down  to  just  over  0.5  percent  per  year 
by  2004-05. 

•  CSU/UC  spending  is  projected  to  increase  at  an  average  annual  rate  of  5.7  percent  during  the 
forecast  period.  This  forecast  reflects  projected  increases  in  enrollment  and  inflation  during  the 
period. 

•  Medi-Cal  benefits  are  projected  to  increase  at  an  average  annual  rate  of  6.1  percent  during  the 
forecast  period.  The  main  factor  behind  the  increase  is  rising  health  care  costs,  which  we  estimate 
will  increase  by  about  5  percent  per  year. 

•  CalWORKs  spending  is  projected  to  decline  in  2000-01,  then  turn  upward  and  grow  at  fluctuating 
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rates  during  the  subsequent  four  years.  A  key  factor  holding  down  state  spending  during  the  next 
two  years  is  the  availability  of  "carryover"  balances  of  unexpended  federal  and  county  ftinds, 
which  are  assumed  to  offset  state  spending  in  2000-01  and,  to  a  lesser  degree,  in  2001-02. 

•  SSI/SSP  spending  is  projected  to  increase  at  an  average  annual  rate  of  6.6  percent.  The  annual 
growth  rate  reflects  the  impact  of  caseloads  and  cost-of-living  adjustments  (COL  As)  over  the 
forecast  period. 

•  Selected  other  health  and  social  services  programs  (which  include  foster  care,  In  Home 
Supportive  Services,  developmental  services,  and  the  Healthy  Families  Program)  are  projected  to 
increase  at  an  average  rate  of  8.4  percent.  General  Fund  cost  estimates  for  these  programs  include 
the  impacts  of  a  projected  loss  of  a  portion  of  the  federal  funds  for  the  child  support  enforcement 
program  (due  to  automation  penalties  and  a  reduction  in  federal  incentive  payments),  the 
continued  phase-in  of  the  Healthy  Families  Program,  as  well  as  caseload  and  inflation. 

•  California  Department  of  Corrections  (CDC)  spending  is  forecast  to  grow  at  an  average  annual 
rate  of  about  5  percent.  This  moderate  growth  rate  reflects  a  downward  assessment  of  fijture 
inmate  population  increases.  Current  estimates  by  the  CDC  anticipate  annual  growth  in  inmate 
populations  of  about  2.1  percent  per  year  through  2004-05.  This  is  about  half  the  annual  growth 
rate  we  projected  one  year  ago. 

•  Debt  service  is  projected  to  increase  an  average  of  5  percent  per  year,  reflecting  the  assumption 
that  about  $2  billion  in  new  bonds  will  be  sold  annually  throughout  the  forecast  period. 

9  Other  programs/costs  are  projected  to  increase  about  5.2  percent  per  year.  Included  in  this 
category  are  contributions  to  the  state  employees'  and  teachers'  retirement  systems,  state 
operations,  and  expenditures  associated  with  recent  and  future  employee  compensation  COLAs. 

The  state's  subvention  to  local  governments  to  backfill  VLF  tax  relief  is  projected  to  increase  from 
$557  million  in  1998-99  to  $4.5  billion  by  2004-05.  Our  estimates  assume  that  all  of  the  potential  future 
VLF  tax  reductions  previously  agreed  to  will  be  triggered,  lowering  the  VLF  tax  rate  from  2  percent  in 
1998  down  to  0.65  percent  by  2003  and  thereafter. 

Health  and  Welfare 

California  Work  Opportunity  and  Responsibility  to  Kids 

In  response  to  federal  welfare  reform  legislation,  the  Legislature  created  the  California  Work 
Opportunity  and  Responsibility  to  Kids  (CalWORKs)  program  in  1997.  This  program,  which  replaced 
the  Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Children  (AFDC)  program,  provides  cash  grants  and 
welfare-to-work  services  to  families  with  children  whose  incomes  are  not  adequate  to  meet  their  basic 
needs. 

The  Spending  Forecast.  In  recent  years.  General  Fund  spending  for  CalWORKs  has  declined,  despite 
increasing  costs  for  welfare-to-work  services  and  support  services  such  as  child  care.  This  overall 
decline  in  expenditures  is  due  to  a  combination  of  caseload  reductions  and  the  shift  from  a  federal 
matching  requirement  to  a  block  grant  in  federal  Temporary  Assistance  for  Needy  Families  (TANF) 
funds.  Since  1995-96;  General  Fund  spending  on  the  AFDC/CalWORKs  program  has  decreased  by 
$700  million. 

General  Fund  spending  in  1999-00  for  the  CalWORKs  program  is  estimated  to  be  $2  billion,  a  reduction 
of  1 .4  percent  from  the  prior  year.  For  2000-01,  we  project  a  10  percent  decrease  in  General  Fund 
spending.  Beginning  in  2001-02,  we  project  that  General  Fund  spending  will  increase  each  year  (by 
about  8  percent  annually),  eventually  reaching  a  total  of  $2.5  billion  in  2004-05. 

Key  Forecast  Factors.  In  1998-99,  unexpectedly  slow  implementation  of  the  CalWORKs  program 
resulted  in  a  $654  million  savings  in  employment  services  which  were  carried  over  into  the  budget  year. 
These  "county  carry-over  funds"  were  counted  as  a  funding  source  in  the  1999-00  Budget  Act.  A  review 
of  actual  expenditures  for  1998-99,  however,  indicates  that  the  county  carry-over  will  be  about 
$300  million  greater  than  anticipated.  Thus,  we  assume  those  funds  ($300  million)  will  be  carried  over 
to  2000-01.  In  combination  with  these  county  carry-over  balances,  available  federal  TANF  funds, 
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caseload  reductions,  and  a  reduction  in  the  TANF  maintenance-of-effort  requirement  (because  California 
is  in  compliance  with  federal  work  participation  requirements)  will  permit  California  to  reduce  General 
Fund  spending  to  $1 .8  billion  in  2000-01 . 

By  2001-02,  available  TANF  and  county  carry-over  balances  will  decline  somewhat,  resulting  in  an 
increase  in  expenditures  to  $2  billion  in  that  year.  For  2002-03,  we  project  that  all  carry-over  balances 
will  have  been  exhausted  and  spending  will  increase  to  $2.2  billion.  For  the  remainder  of  the  forecast 
period.  General  Fund  expenditures  will  continue  to  increase,  primarily  due  to  costs  associated  with 
projected  small  increases  in  the  caseload  and  providing  the  statutory  COLA,  offset  by  some  savings 
from  statutory  time  limits  on  aid  that  result  in  grant  reductions. 

Caseload  Trends  and  Projections.  I'ol lowing  a  period  of  rapid  increase  in  the  early  1990s,  the  caseload 
peaked  at  921,000  in  1994-95  and  has  declined  by  30  percent  since  that  time.  The  caseload  reduction 
was  1 3  percent  in  1997-98  and  12  percent  in  1998-99.  A  caseload  reduction  of  9  percent  is  expected  for 
1999-00,  based  on  partial-year  data.  We  project  that  the  caseload  reduction  will  slow  to  7  percent  in 
2000-01  and  5  percent  in  2001-02.  We  further  project  the  caseload  will  be  flat  in  2002-03  and  then  grow 
by  1 .6  percent  in  2003-04  and  2.5  percent  2004-05.  These  projections  are  based  on  (1)  a  trend  analysis  of 
caseloads,  birth  rates,  grant  levels,  and  unemployment  rates;  and  (2)  an  estimate  of  the  caseload  impact 
of  state  welfare  reform  interventions—primarily  additional  welfare-to-work  services  and  the 
implementation  of  the  community  service  work  requirement  after  two  years  on  aid. 

Child-Only  Cases  On  the  Rise.  While  the  overall  Cal  WORXs  caseload  has  been  declining  during  the 
past  few  years,  one  segment  of  that  caseload-child-only  cases— has  been  increasing.  Examples  of 
child-onl\-  cases  include  situations  where  the  parents  are  undocumented  immigrants  or  the  children  are 
being  cared  for  by  a  nonneedy  relative.  In  1995,  about  21  percent  of  the  AFDC  caseload  was  comprised 
of  child-only  cases.  As  of  June  1999,  the  percentage  of  child-only  cases  had  increased  to  approximately 
33  percent.  Figure  3  shows  that  cases  with  adults  have  been  declining  rapidly,  while  the  child-only 
caseload  stayed  constant  during  the  early-to-mid  1990s  before  beginning  to  increase  over  the  past  IS 
months. 


Figure  3 


Child-Only  Cases  Expanding  as 
Share  of  Total  CalWORKs  Cases 


Caseloads  (In  Thousands) 

1.000 


800 


600 


400 


200 


Jul-92       Jiit-93       Ju)-94       Jul-95       Jul-96       JuJ-97       Ju»-98 


This  trend  toward  more  child-only  cases  is  likely  to  continue  assuming  the  expanded  CalWORKs 
participation  mandate  will  result  in  an  increased  level  of  sanctions.  (The  sanction  for  failure  to 
participate  in  work  or  related  activities  is  removal  of  the  adult  from  the  grant  calculation,  thus  creating  a 
child-only  case.)  The  increase  in  child-only  cases  has  resulted  in  budgetary  savings  for  two  reasons. 
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First,  child-only  cases  have  relatively  lower  grant  costs  because  there  are  fewer  aided  individuals  in  the 
case.  Second,  because  there  is  no  adult  in  the  case,  there  is  no  need  to  provide  welfare-to-work  services 
such  as  education,  training,  and  child  care. 

The  TANF  Block  Grant  Reauthorization  Creates  Uncertainty.  The  TANF  block  grant  is  authorized  by 
Congress  through  federal  fiscal  year  (FFY)  2002.  Our  forecast  presented  above  assumes  that  the  TANF 
block  grant  will  be  reauthorized  at  its  current  $3.7  billion  level  for  California.  We  note,  however,  that 
since  the  enactment  of  federal  welfare  reform  in  1996,  the  number  of  TANF  recipients  nationwide  has 
declined  by  approximately  40  percent,  and  as  a  result  there  have  been  some  proposals  at  the  federal  level 
for  reductions  in  the  block  grant. 

Supplemental  Security  Income/State  Supplementary  Program 

The  Supplemental  Security  Income/State  Supplementary  Program  (SSI/SSP)  provides  cash  assistance  to 
eligible  aged,  blind,  and  disabled  persons.  The  SSI  component  is  federally  funded  and  the  SSP 
component  is  state  funded. 

The  Spending  Forecast.  General  Fund  spending  for  SSP  is  projected  to  be  about  $2.5  billion  in 
1999-00,  an  increase  of  10  percent  over  the  prior  year.  For  2000-01  we  project  an  increase  of 
7.1  percent,  raising  total  expenditures  to  $2.6  billion.  We  project  that  from  2001-02  through  the  end  of 
the  forecast  period,  spending  for  SSP  will  increase  by  approximately  5.5  percent  per  year,  eventually 
reaching  a  total  of  $3.3  billion  in  2004-05. 

Key  Forecast  Factors.  The  $228  million  spending  increase  in  1999-00  primarily  results  from  (1)  the 
full-year  cost  of  the  Cash  Assistance  Program  for  Immigrants  (CAPI),which  provides  state-only  funded 
benefits  to  certain  noncitizens  who  are  not  federally  eligible;  (2)  the  statutory  COLA;  and  (3)  caseload 
growth.  In  2000-01,  spending  is  projected  to  increase  by  SI 76  million.  This  increase  is  primarily  due  to 
caseload  growth  ($56  million)  and  the  statutory  COLA  ($1 14  million).  From  2001-02  through  2004-05, 
we  project  spending  to  increase  by  an  average  of  $160  million  per  year,  mostly  because  of  caseload 
growth  and  the  statutory  COLA. 

Historical  Context.  We  project  that  General  Fund  spending  on  SSI/SSP  will  moderate  from  its  current 
annual  average  growth  rate  of  about  10  percent  to  an  average  of  just  under  6  percent  from  2000-01 
through  the  end  of  the  forecast  period.  This  growth  rate  is  in  contrast  to  trends  in  the  earlier  part  of  this 
decade.  From  1992-93  through  1996-97,  armual  spending  either  decreased  (by  nearly  10  percent  in  some 
years)  or  increased  by  no  more  than  1  percent.  This  period  of  decreasing  and/or  slow  grov^h  in  spending 
resulted  from  a  combination  of  grant  reductions,  COLA  suspensions,  and  federal  eligibility  changes.  In 
1997-98,  spending  grew  by  about  2  percent.  For  the  final  two  fiscal  years  of  the  decade,  spending 
increased  by  1 0  percent  annually,  mostly  due  to  reinstating  the  statutory  COLA,  a  1  percent  grant 
increase  above  the  COLA  in  1998-99,  and  the  creation  of  the  CAPI. 

Caseload  Trends  and  Projections.  During  the  late  1980s  and  early  1990s  the  caseload  grew  rapidly, 
with  most  of  the  growth  being  in  the  disabled  component  of  the  caseload  (see  Figure  4).  In  the 
mid-to-late  1990s,  the  caseload  leveled  off  and  declined  by  1.2  percent  in  1997-98.  This  period  of 
essentially  no  growth  is  partially  attributable  to  federal  policy  changes  that  (1)  eliminated  drug  and 
alcohol  addiction  as  qualifying  disabilities,  (2)  made  certain  legal  noncitizens  ineligible  for  assistance, 
and  (3)  restricted  eligibility  for  certain  relatively  less  disabled  children.  Since  March  1998,  the  caseload 
has  been  growing. 
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Figure  4 


SSI/SSP  Caseloads  Growing  Moderately 
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In  the  long  run,  we  expect  the  aged  component  of  the  caseload  to  mirror  the  growth  of  the  overall 
population  over  age  65.  For  the  disabled,  we  anticipate  caseload  growth  will  be  similar  to  the  past  year. 
In  total,  we  project  that  the  caseload  will  grow  by  about  2.5  percent  during  each  of  the  next  five  fiscal 
years  (2000-01  through  2004-05). 

Medi-Cal 

The  Medi-Cal  program  (the  federal  Medicaid  Program  in  California)  provides  health  care  services  to 
recipients  of  CalWORKs  and  SSI/SSP  grants,  and  to  other  low-income  persons  who  meet  the  program's 
eligibility  criteria  (primarily  families  with  children  and  the  elderly,  blind,  or  disabled).  The  state  and 
federal  governments  share  most  of  the  costs  of  the  program  on  a  roughly  equal  basis. 

The  Spending  Forecast.  We  estimate  that  General  Fund  spending  for  Medi-Cal  benefits  (excluding 
administrative  costs)  will  be  almost  $7.5  billion  in  1999-00,  which  is  $348  million  more  than  the  amount 
appropriated  in  the  budget  act.  The  following  four  adjustments  account  for  the  bulk  of  the  difference 
from  the  budget  act  appropriation: 

•  No  Adjustment  to  Federal  Medicaid  Matching  Rate.  The  enacted  budget  assumed  that  the  federal 
government  would  increase  the  federal  matching  rate  for  California's  Medi-Cal  Program,  resulting 
in  a  $210  million  General  Fund  savings.  The  increased  matching  rate  would  have  corrected  an 
underestimate  of  the  state's  population  used  in  the  federal  Medicaid  funding  formula.  At  this  time, 
however,  the  federal  government  has  not  revised  the  matching  rate,  nor  to  our  knowledge,  is  any 
such  action  pending.  Accordingly,  we  have  not  included  these  savings  in  our  forecast. 

•  Delay  in  Obtaining  Federal  Family  Planning  Waiver.  Our  forecast  includes  $61.1  million  of 
additional  costs  due  to  a  delay  in  obtaining  federal  approval  of  a  Medicaid  waiver  providing  90 
percent  federal  funding  for  the  current  state-only  family  planning  program  (serving  women  above 
the  normal  Medi-Cal  income  limits).  The  budget  assumed  full-year  federal  funding  under  the 
waiver  in  1999-00  for  a  General  Fund  savings  of  $146.7  million.  However,  the  federal 
government  had  not  approved  the  waiver  as  of  early  November  1999.  Our  forecast  assumes  that 
the  waiver  will  be  approved  effective  December  1 ,  1 999,  and  thus,  be  in  effect  for  seven  months 
of  the  fiscal  year. 

•  Caseload  Increase.  Our  estimate  includes  an  additional  $26  million  net  cost  for 
higher-than-budgeted  caseloads  in  the  current  year.  We  estimate  that  the  average  number  of 
Medi-Cal  eligibles  will  be  82,000  (1 .6  percent)  above  the  budget  estimate.  This  extra  caseload 
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reflects  delays  in  redetermining  Medi-Cal  eligibility  for  former  CalWORKs  recipients.  These 
recipients  were  continued  on  Medi-Cal  since  early  1998  while  the  Department  of  Health  Services 
CDHS)  and  the  counties  developed  and  implemented  new  Medi-Cal  eligibility  criteria  to  comply 
with  welfare  reform  legislation.  We  estimate  that,  as  of  September  1999,  the  backlog  of  these 
cases  totaled  about  370,000  Medi-Cal  eligibles.  Based  on  information  from  the  department  and 
some  counties,  our  forecast  assumes  that  the  counties  will  complete  these  redeterminations  by 
June  2000  and  that  65  percent  of  the  persons  in  the  backlog  will  be  found  eligible  to  remain  on 
Medi-Cal.  The  cost  of  the  added  caseload  ($48.2  million)  is  partially  offset  by  a  reduction  in  the 
average  cost  per  eligible  due  to  a  shift  in  the  caseload  mix,  resulting  in  a  net  cost  of  $26  million. 

•  Managed  Care  Rate  Increases.  Our  estimate  includes  a  total  of  $54.4  million  for  unbudgeted  rate 
increases  for  Medi-Cal  managed  care  plans,  which  DHS  has  already  granted  or  is  currently 
developing.  After  making  these  adjustments,  General  Fund  spending  for  Medi-Cal  benefits 
increases  by  6.5  percent  in  1999-00,  compared  to  the  prior  year. 

We  project  that  by  the  end  of  the  forecast  period  in  2004-05,  General  Fund  spending  for  Medi-Cal 
benefits  will  reach  $10  billion,  an  average  annual  increase  of  6  percent. 

Key  Forecast  Factors.  Three  factors  play  a  major  role  in  our  forecast: 

•  Enrollment  of  Families  and  Children  in  Medi-Cal.  The  current  number  of  welfare  (CalWORKs 
and  AFDC)  families  and  children  enrolled  in  Medi-Cal  has  been  declining  over  the  last  few  years. 
Most  of  this  decline  to  date  has  been  offset  by  increased  enrollment  of  nonwelfare  families  and 
children,  generally  in  low-income  working  families.  As  a  result,  the  current  year  will  be  the  first 
time  that  most  families  and  children  enrolled  in  Medi-Cal  will  not  be  welfare  recipients.  Figure  5 
illustrates  the  shift  in  Medi-Cal  enrollment.  Our  forecast  projects  that  this  trend  will  continue,  so 
that  almost  all  of  the  decline  in  the  welfare  caseload  will  be  offset  by  an  increase  in  the  number  of 
Medi-Cal  families  and  children  who  are  not  on  welfare. 

These  estimates,  however,  are  subject  to  significant  uncertainty  for  two  reasons.  First,  recent 
caseload  trends  are  somewhat  obscured  by  the  backlog  of  unprocessed  cases  of  former 
CalWORXs  recipients.  These  recipients  have  been  retained  in  the  Medi-Cal  program 
pending  redetermination  of  their  Medi-Cal  eligibility.  We  have  assumed  that  65  percent  of 
these  recipients  will  be  found  eligible  for  Medi-Cal.  To  the  extent  that  actual  eligibility  rates 
differ  from  this  assumption,  our  projections  would  be  affected  accordingly. 

Second,  recent  legislation  to  expand  and  simplify  Medi-Cal  eligibility  also  makes  our 
forecast  subject  to  uncertainty.  Chapters  146  and  148,  Statutes  of  1999  (the  1999-00  budget 
trailer  legislation  for  health  programs)  require  simplification  of  the  eligibility  process  and 
extend  Medi-Cal  family  eligibility  to  parents  in  working  families  with  incomes  up  to 
100  percent  of  the  poverty  level,  effective  March  2000.  (Children  in  these  families  are 
currently  eligible.)  Our  forecast  includes  an  increase  of  76,600  average  monthly  eligibles  in 
the  current  year  and  about  235,000  in  subsequent  years  due  to  this  expansion. 
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Figure  5 


Most  Medi-Cal  Families  and  Children 
Will  Not  Be  on  Welfare 


Monthly  Etigibies 
(In  Thousands) 


I      'I  Total  Medi-Cal  Farrulies/Children 
m  m  Families/Children  on  Welfare 
^^  Other  Families/Children 
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•  Health  Care  Costs.  In  the  cuirent  year,  our  forecast  assumes  that  the  average  cost  of  health  care 
services  per  Medi-Cal  enrollee  will  increase  by  more  than  10  percent,  consistent  with  DHS' 
estimates  for  the  1999-00  budget.  Other  purchasers  of  health  care,  such  as  the  California  Public 
Employees'  Retirement  System  also  are  experiencing  a  jump  in  health  care  costs  after  a  recent 
period  of  slower  growth.  Our  forecast  assumes  that  the  current  spike  in  health  care  cost  will  be 
temporary,  and  that  the  cost  of  health  care  services  provided  to  Medi-Cal  eligibles  will  increase  at 
an  annual  rate  of  5  percent  between  2000-01  and  2004-05.  In  addition,  we  have  included  a  modest 
increase  in  hospital  outpatient  rates  to  recognize  the  potential  for  an  increase  in  those  rates 
resulting  from  a  court  decision  (Orthopaedic  Hospital  v.  Belshe). 

These  health  care  cost  projections  are  subject  to  uncertainty,  and  small  changes  in  the  rate  of 
growth  of  health  care  costs  could  have  significant  fiscal  effects.  For  example,  increasing  the 
annual  future  growth  rate  of  Medi-Cal  costs  from  5  percent  (as  assumed  in  our  forecast)  to 
6  percent  would  increase  General  Fund  spending  by  a  cumulative  total  of  $1.3  billion  over 
the  forecast  period. 

•  Census  Adjustment  to  Federal  Matching  Rate.  The  results  of  the  2000  Census  should  co'^rect  the 
underestimate  of  the  state's  population  used  in  the  federal  Medicaid  funding  formula.  We  estimate 
that  this  adjustment  will  increase  the  state's  federal  matching  rate  beginning  in  2002-03.  On  a 
cumulative  basis  through  the  forecast  period,  changes  in  the  matching  rate  result  in  net  General 
Fund  savings  of  about  $550  million. 

K-14  EDUCATION 

This  section  reviews  our  estimates  of  state  Proposition  98  expenditures  for  K-14  education  (K-12 
schools  and  community  colleges). 

Proposition  98  sets  the  minimum  amount  that  the  state  must  provide  for  California's  public  K-12 
education  system  and  the  California  Community  Colleges  (CCC).  About  80  percent  of  operations 
funding  for  these  school  programs  is  from  the  state  General  Fund  and  local  property  taxes,  pursuant  to 
Proposition  98.  Public  K-12  education  is  provided  to  about  5.8  million  students-ranging  from  infants  to 
adults-through  over  1,000  locally  governed  school  districts  and  county  offices  of  education.  The  CCC 
provide  instruction  to  about  1.5  million  adults  at  107  colleges  operated  by  72  locally  governed  districts. 
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The  Spending  Forecast.  We  estimate  that  annual  growth  in  total  Proposition  98  spending  (General  Fund 
and  local  property  taxes)  for  K-14  education  will  be  slightly  less  than  S  percent  for  the  forecast  period 
(1999-00  through  2004-05).  This  is  lower  than  the  8.3  percent  increase  in  1998-99  and  the  projected 
increase  of  6.5  percent  for  the  current  year.  Proposition  98  spending  in  these  two  years  reflects 
appropriations  above  the  minimum  guarantee.  For  these  two  years,  the  cumulative  appropriation  above 
the  guarantee  is  about  $440  million,  which  raises  the  Proposition  98  base  for  all  future  years.  Our 
forecast  reflects  our  moderate  revenue  forecast  and  future  spending  at  the  minimum  guarantee  level. 

Key  Forecast  Factors.  General  Fund  expenditures  for  Proposition  98  depend  on  the  following  factors: 
state  population,  K-12  average  daily  attendance,  per  capita  personal  income,  per  capita  General  Fund 
revenues,  and  local  property  taxes.  Figure  6  (see  page  28)  summarizes  our  assumptions  for  these  factors 
and  the  guarantee  which  results.  Our  economic  forecast  assumes  state  tax  revenues  will  grow  by  about 
5.5  percent  annually  over  the  forecast  period. 


Figure  6 

LAO  Proposition  98  Forecast 

Annual  Percent  Change 

1999-00 

2000-01 

iOOl-02 

200i-03 

2003-04 

2004-05 

State  population 

1.8Vo 

1.8% 

1.7% 

1.7% 

1.6% 

1.6% 

K- 1 2  average  daily  attendance 

1.5 

1.2 

0.9 

0.7 

0.5 

0.6 

Per-capita  personal  income 

4.5 

4.5 

4.1 

3.8 

3.8 

4.0 

Local  property  taxes 

5.9 

6.7 

6.0 

5.6 

5.6 

5.6 

Proposition  98  minimum  guarantee^ 

6.5 

5.4 

5.1 

4.5 

4.8 

4.6 

^  General  Fund  and  local  property  taxes. 

K-12  Funding  Projections.  Figure  7  displays  our  projected  K-12  per-pupil  spending  from  1994-95 
through  2004-05  (in  both  "current"  and  inflation-adjusted  dollars).  These  estimates,  which  are  derived 
from  our  Proposition  98  forecast,  reflect  real  (that  is,  inflation  adjusted)  per-pupil  increases  of  about 
1.6  percent  each  year  between  1999-00  and  2004-05.  These  additional  resources—amounting  to  over 
$500  million  each  year— would  permit  modest  expansion  of  existing  programs  and/or  funding  for  some 
new  programs. 
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Figure  7 


Proposition  98  Funding  Per  Student 


Current  and  Constant  Dollars 


Current  Dollars 


94-95 


96-97 


98-99 
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Community  College  Funding  Projections.  Based  on  our  Proposition  98  projections,  we  estimate  total 
CCC  funding  will  increase  by  about  5  percent  per  year  over  the  forecast  period.  (This  assumes  no 
change  in  the  proportion  of  Proposition  98  funds  going  to  the  CCC.)  These  increases  would  cover 
inflation  and  projected  enrollment  growth,  with  little  or  nothing  available  for  new  programs  or  program 
augmentations. 

Higher  Education 

In  addition  to  community  colleges,  the  state's  public  higher  education  system  includes  the  University  of 
California  (UC)  and  the  California  State  University  (CSU).  The  UC  consists  of  eight  general  campuses, 
one  health  science  campus,  numerous  special  research  facilities,  and  a  planned  tenth  campus  in  Merced. 
The  UC  awards  bachelor's,  master's,  and  doctoral  degrees,  as  well  as  various  professional  degrees.  The 
UC  has  primary  jurisdiction  over  research.  The  CSU  consists  of  22  campuses,  several  off-campus 
centers,  and  a  plarmed  campus  at  Camarillo.  The  CSU  grants  bachelor's  and  master's  degrees  and  may 
award  doctoral  degrees  jointly  with  UC  or  a  private  university. 

The  Spending  Forecast.  We  estimate  that  spending  for  UC  and  CSU  (excluding  funding  for  debt 
service)  will  increase  from  $4.8  billion  in  1999-00  to  $5.1  billion  in  2000-01,  or  by  5.5  percent.  For 
2001-02,  we  estimate  that  spending  for  UC  and  CSU  (excluding  funding  for  debt  service)  will  increase 
to  $5.4  billion,  or  by  6.2  percent  compared  to  2000-01 . 

Key  Cost  Factors.  For  2000-01  and  subsequent  fiscal  years,  we  assume  that  UC  and  CSU  will  receive 
"base"  budget  increases  equivalent  to  the  growth  in  inflation  and  enrollments.  Over  the  forecast  period, 
inflation  is  projected  to  average  about  2.5  percent  annually  and  enrollment  for  the  two  segments 
combined  is  forecast  to  grow  an  average  of  about  3  percent  per  year.  We  assume  student  fees  at  UC  and 
CSU  will  increase  by  about  2.5  percent  per  year  to  keep  pace  with  inflation. 

Judiciary  and  Criminal  Justice 

The  major  state  judiciary  and  criminal  justice  programs  include  support  for  four  agencies  in  the 
executive  branch~the  California  Department  of  Corrections  (CDC),  Department  of  the  Youth  Authority, 
the  Department  of  Justice,  and  the  Office  of  Criminal  Justice  Planning-as  well  as  expenditures  for  local 
trial  courts  and  state  appellate  courts.  The  largest  expenditure  program-the  CDC-is  discussed  in  more 
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detail  below. 

California  Department  Of  Corrections 

The  CDC  is  responsible  for  the  incarceration,  training,  education,  and  care  of  adult  felons  and  nonfelon 
narcotics  addicts  at  33  state  prisons.  The  CDC  also  supervises  and  provides  services  to  parolees  released 
to  the  community. 

The  Spending  Forecast.  The  department's  General  Fund  support  budget  is  forecast  to  grow  between 
1998-99  and  2000-01  by  about  $396  million,  reaching  about  $4.1  billion  at  the  end  of  that  period.  We 
further  project  that  annual  CDC  support  expenditures  will  reach  almost  $5  billion  by  the  2004-05  fiscal 
year.  (This  includes  adjustments  for  employee  compensation  increases  but  does  not  include  General 
Fund  support  for  capital  outlay  or  lease-payment  bonds,  which  are  accounted  for  elsewhere  in  our 
projections.) 

The  department's  General  Fund  costs  will  be  partially  offset  by  reimbursements  from  the  federal 
government  for  the  state's  costs  of  housing  undocumented  immigrants  convicted  of  felonies  in 
California. 

We  expect  federal  support  to  drop  from  $173  million  in  1998-99  to  $161  million  by  2004-05.  Although 
our  estimate  assumes  that  Congress  will  continue  to  provide  the  same  total  level  of  funding  to  reimburse 
states  as  it  has  in  the  past  two  years  ($585  million  nationwide),  we  assume  that  California's  share  of  the 
total  will  decline  somewhat  as  other  states  and  local  governments  become  more  sophisticated  at  tracking 
their  costs  for  incarcerating  undocumented  felons  and  making  claims  to  the  federal  government. 

The  projected  growth  in  adult  correctional  expenditures  continues  a  trend  of  steadily  larger  CDC  budgets 
that  has  existed  since  the  early  1980s.  However,  in  a  change  from  our  past  projections,  the  CDC  budget 
now  appears  likely  to  grow  significantly  more  slowly  than  in  the  past.  Under  our  new  projections,  the  < 

CDC  support  budget  would  grow  at  an  average  annual  rate  of  about  5  percent  through  2004-05.  | 

Throughout  the  projection  period,  the  CDC  General  Fund  support  budget  is  forecast  to  be  about 
6  percent  of  total  General  Fund  expenditures,  the  lowest  share  it  has  been  of  the  General  Fund  since 
1992-93. 

Key  Forecast  Factors.  The  continued  projected  increases  in  General  Fund  support  for  CDC  reflect  the 
continued  growth  in  the  prison  inmate  population  that  is  expected  during  the  forecast  period.  Our 
estimates  through  2004-05  are  based  on  the  CDC's  projections  that  the  inmate  population  will  exceed 
183,000  by  June  2005.  That  represents  an  increase  of  as  many  as  21,000  inmates,  or  about  13  percent, 
over  the  six-year  projection  period.  (The  population  projections  are  shown  graphically  in  Figure  8.) 
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Figure  8 


State  Prisons  Face  Moderate  Inmate  Growth 


Inmates  as  of  June  30 
(In  Thousands) 

200  -1 


150  - 


100 


50 


95      96      97      98      99      00      01      02      03      04      05 


Fotacasi 


Notably,  the  inmate  population  is  still  trending  upward  even  though  the  number  of  offenders  being 
sentenced  to  prison  each  year  by  the  courts  has  dropped  somewhat.  The  continued  growth  in  inmate 
population  is  primarily  the  result  of  tougher  sentencing  measures  approved  by  the  Legislature,  Governor, 
and  the  voters,  including  the  "Three  Strikes  and  You're  Out"  law  enacted  in  1994.  Under  the  Three 
Strikes  law,  many  offenders  being  sent  to  state  prison  are  receiving  longer  prison  sentences  than  they 
would  have  received  in  the  past  for  the  same  crimes. 

The  projected  rate  of  growth  in  the  inmate  population  is  lower  than  CDC  had  foreseen  in  the  past.  Just 
one  year  ago,  CDC  expected  the  inmate  population  to  climb  to  about  216,000  inmates  by  June  2005,  or 
by  about  33,000  more  inmates  than  it  currently  projects  will  be  held  in  state  prison  as  of  that  same  date. 

Because  the  state  will  have  to  accommodate  33,000  fewer  prisoners  by  June  2005,  the  CDC  budget  will 
grow  less  rapidly  than  would  otherwise  have  been  the  case.  Our  projections  assume,  however,  that  the 
savings  resulting  from  a  slowdown  in  the  growth  of  the  inmate  caseload  will  be  partly  offset  by 
significant  increases  in  personnel  and  other  CDC  operating  costs. 

The  slower  pace  of  growth  in  the  inmate  population  also  has  significant  ramifications  for  CDC 
operations.  In  recent  years,  faced  with  continued  growth  in  the  inmate  population  and  the  overcrowding 
of  its  existing  prison  facilities,  the  Legislature  and  Govemor  approved  construction  and  acquisition  of 
additional  space  for  state  prison  inmates  and  initiated  new  programs  intended  to  prevent  inmates 
released  on  parole  from  returning  to  state  custody  for  new  crimes.  The  markedly  slower  pace  of  inmate 
population  growth  means  that  it  is  now  likely  that  the  existing  space  in  the  prison  system,  combined  with 
the  steps  taken  recently  to  address  the  long-term  prison  capacity  needs  of  CDC,  will  be  sufficient  to  meet 
the  state's  prison  capacity  needs  at  least  until  the  end  of  the  2005-06  fiscal  year. 

A  prolonged  drop  in  crime  rates,  particularly  crimes  against  persons  which  are  likely  to  result  in  felony 
prosecution  and  a  state  prison  commitment,  appears  to  be  contributing  to  the  slower  growth  in  the  prison 
population.  A  number  of  factors  may  be  behind  the  drop  in  crime,  including: 

•  Holding  a  large  number  of  offenders  in  state  prison  for  longer  periods  of  time. 

•  Demographic  shifts,  particularly  a  lull  several  years  ago  in  the  growth  in  the  state's 
1 8-to-24  age  group. 

•  The  strength  of  the  California  economy  and  the  availability  of  jobs  to  persons  who  might 
otherwise  commit  crimes. 
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•  Local  law  enforcement  practices  affecting  the  numbers  of  persons  arrested  and  convicted  of  crime. 

Other  Programs 

Vehicle  License  Fee  Backfill 

The  vehicle  license  fee  (VLF)  is  an  annual  fee  on  the  ownership  of  a  registered  vehicle  in  California, 
levied  in  place  of  taxing  vehicles  as  personal  property.  The  revenues  are  distributed  to  cities  and 
counties.  As  part  of  the  1998  budget  agreement,  the  VLF  was  permanently  cut  by  25  percent,  with  the 
potential  of  additional  reductions  beginning  in  calendar  year  2001  if  specific  revenue  levels  (or 
"triggers")  are  reached.  (These  potential  reductions  range  from  35  percent  to  67.5  percent.)  In  order  for 
any  of  the  additional  reductions  to  become  permanent,  the  corresponding  revenue  triggers  need  to  be 
reached  in  two  consecutive  years. 

As  part  of  this  year's  budget  agreement,  the  cumulative  reduction  was  increased  to  35  percent  for 
calendar  year  2000  only,  without  affecting  the  previously  agreed  to  triggers. 

For  all  VLF  reductions,  cities  and  counties  continue  to  receive  the  same  amount  of  revenues  as  under 
prior  law,  with  the  reduced  VLF  amounts  replaced  by  General  Fund  spending.  The  General  Fund  will 
spend  nearly  $1.5  billion  in  1999-00  to  backfill  revenues  to  local  governments. 

Under  our  current  revenue  projections,  the  first  trigger  will  be  "pulled,"  resulting  in  the  continuation  of 
the  cumulative  35  percent  reduction  through  calendar  year  2001.  We  are  also  projecting  that  each  of  the 
maximum  attainable  reduction  levels  will  be  reached  through  2003-04.  As  a  result,  under  our  forecast, 
the  VLF  cumulative  reduction  would  be  67.5  percent  beginning  in  2003-04,  with  a  backfill  cost  of  more 
than  $4  billion  in  that  year.  Figure  9  (see  page  32)  shows  the  estimated  VLF  backfill  expenditures  under 
our  forecast,  as  well  as  the  corresponding  VLF  reduction  percentages. 
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Figure  9 


Vehicle  License  Fee  (VLF)  Backfill 
Projected  Reductions  and  Costs 


(Dollars  in  Billions) 


Calendar  Year  1999  2000  2001 


VLF  Reduction                                                             25.0%                      35.0%^                       35.0 

Fiscal  Year                                                       1999-00                       2000-01                      2001-02 

VLF  Backfill                                                                      $1.5                            $1.8                            $2. 

^  Reflects  a  temporary  additional  increase. 


^  Both  the  SS  percent  and  67. S  percent  reductions  would  trigger  in  this  year. 


Debt  Services 

Debt  Payments.  As  shown  in  Figure  10,  we  estimate  that  General  Fund  debt  costs  (for  general  obligation 
and  lease-payment  bonds)  will  increase  from  $2.4  billion  in  1998-99  to  about  $3.2  billion  in  2004-05. 
This  is  an  average  annual  increase  of  5  percent.  Our  forecast  assumes  that  almost  $15  billion  (an  average 
of  around  $2  billion  each  year)  in  bonds  will  be  sold  over  the  forecast  period.  As  a  percent  of  total  debt, 
lease-payment  bond  debt  remains  at  about  20  percent  throughout  the  forecast  period  based  on  currently 
authorized  lease-payment  bonds. 
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Figure  10 


Bond  Debt  Payments  Will  Increase  Steadily 


Genera!  Fund 
(In  Billions) 


9a-99 


99-00        00-01 


01-02         02-03        03-04         04-05 


Debt  Ratio.  The  state's  debt  ratio  (debt  payments  as  a  percent  of  General  Fund  revenues)  increased  from 
2.5  percent  in  1990-91  to  a  high  of  5.1  percent  in  1994-95.  In  recent  years,  General  Fund  revenues  have 
increased  at  a  faster  rate  than  the  increase  in  debt  payments.  Thus,  the  debt  ratio  declined  to  4  percent  in 
1998-99.  We  estimate  that  with  the  sale  of  bonds  assumed  in  our  forecast,  the  debt  ratio  will  increase  to 
4.1  percent  in  2000-01  and  decline  gradually  thereafter.  Sales  of  a  larger  amount  of  bonds  resulting  from 
voter  approval  of  more  general  obligation  bonds  than  we  have  assumed  or  legislative  authorization  of 
new  lease-payment  bonds  would,  of  course,  increase  the  debt  ratio. 
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